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SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


1.  The  present  organization  structure  of  individual  Ministries 
appears  inadequate  for  the  achievement  of  Government  object¬ 
ives  in  a  constantly  changing  social  and  economic  environment „ 
Government  services  core  not  equally  available  and  accessible 3 
Government  is  not  sufficiently  responsive  to  changing  needs 
and  demands  and  to  the  differing  needs  in  varying  areas  of 
the  Province3  and  citizens  have  little  opportunity  to  part¬ 
icipate  in  the  decision-making  process.  Intra-and  inter- 
Ministry  coordination  of  related  programs  is  lacking  and  the 
best  possible  use  is  not  always  made  of  available  resourcesa 
Management  techniques  (e.g.  3  effective  program  monitoring 
mechanisms )  are  lacking  the  sophistication  required  to  deal 
with  increasingly  complex  and  interrelated  problems. 

2.  A  modified  structure  organized  on  a  regional  basis  and  charact¬ 
erized  by  increased  delegation  of  authority 3  would  do  much  to 
alleviate  many  of  the  problems  inherent  in  the  present  situ¬ 
ation  and  to  provide  a  means  by  which  future  needs  could  be 
met.  This  structure 3  as  envisaged  in  the  concept  presented 
herein 3  is  a  long-range  organizational  goal  to  be  achieved 
through  evolution 3  not  a  plan  for  immediate  implementation. 

3.  The  structure  envisaged  would  be  composed  of  three  levels  or 
tiers  of  responsibility  and  authority: 

the  Provincial  or  head  office  level  would  be 
responsible  for  policy  development  and  overall 
planning  for  the  Province 3  setting  guidelines 
and  standards  and  evaluating  regional  opera¬ 
tions; 

the  regional  level  would  be  responsible 3  within 
the  policies  3  guidelines  and  standards  set  by 
head  office3  for  identifying  regional  needs  and 
priorities 3  day-to-day  planning  of  program  delivery 3 
applying  alternative  techniques  of  program  execution3 
deploying  resources 3  directing  sub-regional  operations 3 
and  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of  sub-regional  activ¬ 
ities; 

the  sub-regional  level  would3  for  the  most  part3  be 
responsible  for  the  delivery  of  services 0 
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4.  This  structure  would  necessitate: 

-  a  reallocation  of  responsibilities  and  limits  of 
authority  among  the  head  office  and  the  other 
levels ; 

the  creation  of  Regional  Administrator  positions 
for  each  Ministry  to  effect  intra-Ministry  coor¬ 
dination ,  etc.  ,  within  each  region; 
the  formation  of  Councils  of  Regional  Administrators 
to  achieve  inter-Ministry  coordination  at  the  region¬ 
al  level. 

5.  This  new  pattern  of  organization  would  make  the  Government 
more  accessible  and  more  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the 
citizens  in  various  areas  of  the  Province.  Citizens  would 
derive  benefits  in  terms  of  better  service  and  more 
efficient  organization ,  production  and  delivery  of  programs . 

6.  A  number  of  the  problems  facing  Ministries  transcend  organ¬ 
izational  form  and  are  ’ attitudinal1 ,  staff  or  skills 

■oriented  in  nature.  Before  the  concept  could  be  implemented , 
indeed ,  before  any  form  of  effective  organizational  restruct¬ 
uring  could  occur,  these  problems  would  have  to  be  resolved. 
In  many  Ministries  a  mayor  change  will  be  required  in  tradi¬ 
tional  attitudes  and  management  style.  Staff  would  have  to 
acquire  the  philosophy  ,  skills  and  attitudes  appropriate  to 
their  redefined  roles  and  modified  management  approaches 
would  need  to  be  developed  to  support  a  regionalized  organ¬ 
ization  structure. 

In  addition  to  overcoming  these  human  resource  problems , 
certain  other  prerequisites  would  have  to  be  met  such  as 
clarification  of  Ministry  objectives  and  policies  ,  estab¬ 
lishment  of  effective  information  and  communications 
systems ,  and  development  of  program  performance  standards . 

7.  Individual  Ministries ,  in  their  future  organizational 
planning,  would  need  to  tailor  their  structures  to  their 
own  particular  needs,  using  the  basic  principles  inherent 
in  this  new  pattern  of  organization.  The  major  theme 
underlying  these  principles  is  the  placing  of  decision¬ 
making  authority  as  close  as  possible  to  the  local  level 
in  order  that  Government  services  to  the  public  can  be 
significantly  improved. 
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SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  recommendations  presented  below  are  provisional  in  nature  since  they  are 
subject  to  a  decision  being  made  by  the  Government  to  proceed  with  the  planning 
and  implementation  of  a  program  of  regional  organization  and  delegation  of 
authority.  This  decision  would  be  made  by  the  Government  on  the  basis  of  the 
anticipated  benefits  of  the  program  relative  to  the  estimated  costs  of  implement¬ 
ation  and  operation.  Subject  to  a  decision  by  the  Government  to  proceed  with 
the  program,  it  is  recommended  that: 

1.  The  concept  of  increased  decentralization  and  regional 
organization  structuring  of  program  management  and 
delivery  functions 3  be  enunciated  as  a  general  policy 
guiding  future  organization  planning  within  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Ontario . 

2.  Any  decision  to  implement  this  policy  within  a  particular 
Ministry  context 3  be  made  only  at  such  time  as  detailed  planning 
studies  have  been  completed  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
organization  objectives 3  identifying  the  specific  implications 
of  regionalization  in  terms  of  costs3  benefits  and  disadvantages 3 
defining  the  management  and  systems  development  requirements  to 
be  satisfied  prior  to  reorganization 3  and  developing  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  implementation  plan  and  schedulea 

2.  Subject  to  the  adoption  by  the  Government  of  a  policy  supporting 
the  relocation  of  discrete  work  units  from  central  Toronto  to 
other  municipalities research  to  determine  the  feasibility 3 
benefits 3  costs  and  disadvantages  of  work  unit  relocation  be 
included  in  the  terms  of  reference  of  the  Ministry  regionaliza¬ 
tion  studies  referred  to  in  recommendation  23  above . 

4 .  Ministries  be  requested  to  develop  any  future  plans  for  increased 
decentralization  and  regional  organization  structuring  within  the 
framework  of  the  designated  common  Administrative  Regions  and 
Regional  Administrative  Centres.  % 

5.  The  Government  encourage  Ministries  to  undertake  organizational 
reviews  to  identify  the  benefits  of  increased  decentralization 
and  regional  organization  structuring  of  program  management  and 
delivery  functions „ 

6.  Continuing  responsibility  for  monitoring  and  evaluating  Ministry 
planning  and  implementation  efforts  in  respect  of  decentraliza¬ 
tion  and  regional  organization  structuring 3  and  for  directly 
undertaking  studies  of  an  inter-Minis try  nature 3  for  which  the 
need  may  arise  as  regionalization  plans  evolve 3  be  assigned  to 
the  Management  Board  Secretariat „ 


1 

As  recommended  in  Volume  IV 3  "Work  Unit  Relocation"  of  the  Task  Force  Report . 

2 

recommended  in  Volume  III3  "Common  Regions 3  Regional  Administrative  Centres" 
of  the  Task  Force  Report . 

3 

Additional  recommendations  in  this  regard  are  contained  in  Volume  III3  " Common 
Regions 3  Regional  Administrative  Centres"  of  the  Task  Force  Report 0 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 


This  report  on  the  feasibility  of  regional  organization  deals  with  the 
development  of  a  new  organizational  pattern  for  the  Ministries  of  the 
Ontario  Government.  In  this  era  of  rapid  social  and  economic  change. 

Government  must  be  increasingly  responsive  to  changing  public  needs  and 
demands.  At  the  same  time,  because  of  the  limited  availability  of  resources. 
Government  must  be  able  to  develop  policies  and  plans  and  establish  prior¬ 
ities  to  deal  effectively  with  these  changing  demands.  This  process  has 
become  increasingly  difficult  as  Government  programs  have  expanded  over  the 
years  and  as  the  programs  of  various  Ministries  have  become  more  and  more 
interrelated.  In  addition,  management  problems  have  grown  in  complexity  as 
Ministry  size  and  interrel ationshi ps  have  increased. 

In  the  recent  reorganization  of  Government,  the  initial  steps  were  taken  to 
develop  an  overall  structure  which  would  improve  the  effectiveness,  efficiency 
and  responsiveness  of  Government  to  the  public,  and  which  would  be  sufficiently 
flexible  to  meet  changing  needs.  The  new  structure  was  also  designed  to 
provide  for  the  separation  of  policy-making  from  policy  implementation  and  for 
the  placement  of  new  emphasis  on  planning  to  meet  future  needs. 

The  organizational  concept  presented  in  this  report  could  form  the  basis  for 
continuing  the  process  of  organizational  restructuring.  The  concept  envisages 
a  modified  Ministry  structure  characterized  by  greater  decentral ization  of 
program  management  and  delivery  functions  and  accompanied  by  significantly 
increased  delegation  of  authority  to  program  managers.  This  concept  would  offer 
a  number  of  advantages.  Such  a  structure  would  make  services  more  available 
and  accessible  to  the  public  and  would  facilitate  intra-  and  inter-Ministry 
coordination  in  meeting  the  special  needs  of  particular  areas  of  the  Province. 

It  would  enhance  Government  visibility  and  would  enable  greater  citizen  involve¬ 
ment  in  the  decision-making  processes  of  Government.  The  concept  presented 
could  serve  as  a  generalized  model  to  guide  individual  Ministries  in  their 
future  organizational  planning.  The  concept  should  be  regarded  as  a  long-range 
organizational  goal,  to  be  effected  through  a  process  of  evolution  rather  than 
as  a  plan  for  immediate  implementation.  It  is  recognized  that  a  number  of 
important  prerequisites  would  have  to  be  met  before  implementation  could  pro¬ 
ceed. 


The  study  on  regional  organization  is  a  segment  of  the  broader  study  on  Decen¬ 
tralization  of  Government  Administration.1  The  overall  study  was  initiated  as 
a  result  of  recommendations  made  in  the  Management  Services  Division  report 
entitled  "Decentralization  of  Government  Administration11  (December,  1971), 
made  to  the  Management  Board  of  Cabinet  and  the  Executive  Council.  The  report  of 


1 


The  terms  of  reference,  organization  of  the  project  and  methodology  utilized 
are  discussed  in  detail  in  Appendix  1. 
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December,  1971,  recommended  that  further  studies  be  undertaken  for  the 
purpose  of  refining  the  concepts  outlined  in  the  preliminary  study  report, 
determining  the  full  implications,  and  identifying  the  benefits  and  costs 
that  would  be  realized  from  further  decentralization. 

In  addition  to  the  report  of  December,  1971,  two  ongoing  areas  of  research 
and  planning  activity  within  Government  are  also  closely  related  to  the  current 
study.  The  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  has  submitted  a  number  of 
interim  reports  on  a  variety  of  topics  related  to  Government  administration 
and  management,  and  many  of  its  recommendations  have  already  been  implemented. 
Interim  Report  Number  Three  was  the  basis  of  the  recent  restructuri ng  of  the 
Provincial  Government.  Interim  Report  Number  Three  also  discussed  some 
concepts  for  the  future1 *  such  as  establishment  of  a  'Ministry  Office1  in  each 
Ministry  to  achieve  improvements  in  program  integration  and  coordination;  the 
separation  of  policy-making  and  program  delivery  within  Ministries;  contract 
mechanisms  between  Government  and  the  private  sector  for  the  provision  of 
services;  organizational  decentralization  of  program  delivery  mechanisms;  and 
citizen  participation  and  contribution  to  Government  decision-making.  The  present 
report  complements  and  supports  the  recommendations  and  basic  philosophy  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Productivity ,  and  forms  a  positive  extension  of  its 
concepts  for  the  future. 

The  second  area  of  activity  closely  related  to  this  study  is  the  Regional  2 

Development  Program.  In  a  statement  outlining  Design  for  Development  Phase  IIP, 
(June,  1972),  it  was  announced  that  a  new  system  of  planning  regions  would  be 
adopted3 *,  it  was  also  indicated  that  the  Province  would  continue  to  mould  and 
implement  a  broad  planning  strategy  in  which  regional  resources  would  be 
measured  against  the  economic  and  social  needs  in  these  regions.  In  addition, 
modifications  were  announced  in  the  ways  in  which  advice  was  to  be  received 
from  the  regions.  The  organizational  concept  set  forth  in  this  report  would 
enhance  the  ability  of  the  Government  to  develop  and  implement  its  regional 
development  policies. 


!  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  Interim  Report  Number  Three,  p.  49  ff. 

3  Statements  by  the  Honourable  William  G.  Davis,  June  16,  1972,  and  the 
Honourable  W.  D'Arcy  McKeough,  June  19,  1972. 

3  See  also  Volume  III,  "Common  Regions,  Regional  Administrative  Centres11  of 

the  Task  Force  Report  on  Decentral i zati on  of  Government  Administration. 
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2. 


THE  CURRENT  SITUATION 


2.1  Types  of  Ministry  Organization  Structure 


The  Ministries  of  the  Ontario  Government  display  considerable  variety  in 
their  organization  structures  and  in  the  relationships  between  head  office 
staff  and  staff  in  the  field.  Three  general  types  of  organizational  patterns 
are  evident,  but  Ministries  have  often  combined  various  characteristics  of 
more  than  one  type  in  developing  their  own  particular  organizations. 

Some  Ministries  have  basically  centralized  operations,  providing  service 
across  Ontario  but  having  staff  travel  from  Toronto  throughout  the  Province. 
Others  are  organized  on  a  functional  basis,  in  which  the  staff  assigned  to 
each  function  represented  in  the  field  reports  directly  to  the  corresponding 
head  office  functional  area.  In  this  case,  the  program  manager  at  head  office 
is  responsible  for  the  entire  function,  no  matter  where  performed  in  the 
Province.  This  is  the  traditional  organization  structure  within  the  Ontario 
Government.  Still  others  have  field  staff  who  report  through  a  regional 
administrator  to  the  Deputy  Minister,  and  who  receive  technical  guidance 
from  the  head  office  branches  with  respect  to  the  particular  functions  for 
which  they  are  responsible. 


2.2  Problem  Areas 


Despite  the  existing  diversity  in  organizational  structures  and  variations 
in  relationships,  certain  basic  and  interacting  problems  which  relate 
broadly  to  many  Ministries  are  evident,  although  the  severity  of  the  problems 
may  differ  greatly  from  Ministry  to  Ministry  and  from  area  to  area  in  the 
Province.  A  number  of  these  major  problem  areas  are  listed  below. 

(a)  Any  given  service  is  not  always  equally  available  and 
accessible  throughout  the  Province  nor  is  it  provided 
to  a  uniform  standard  of  quantity  and  quality.  Clients 
of  the  Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism,  for  example, 
indicated  how  much  industrial  development  services 

had  improved  for  areas  outside  Toronto  after  that 
Ministry  shifted  staff  from  head  office  to  offices  in 
the  fi el  do 

(b)  Too  great  a  time  span  often  exists  between  the  date  on 
which  a  first  contact  is  made  with  a  Ministry  and  the 
date  on  which  the  Ministry  provides  the  requested  service. 

In  many  instances,  this  is  directly  attributable  to  the 
need  to  refer  the  request  to  head  office  for  a  decision 
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or  for  the  required  action.  The  Ministry  of  Community 
and  Social  Services ,  for  example,  has  recently  instituted 
a  system  whereby  cheques  lost  by  recipients  of  the  Province's 
Family  Benefits  program  can  be  replaced  in  field  offices. 
Formerly, these  had  to  be  reissued  by  head  office,  causing 
considerable  inconvenience  to  the  client  and  the  field  staff. 

(c)  Communications  between  field  offices  and  head  offices 
should  be  improved.  Ministries  are  not  always  sufficiently 
responsive  to  changing  client  needs  and  demands.  Head  office 
staff  may  not  always  have  sufficient  information  on  which  to 
make  a  decision  appropriate  for  the  special  needs  of  a 
particular  client  group  in  a  specific  geographical  area. 

Field  staff  who  are  in  a  position  to  appreciate  the  local 
situation  do  not  always  have  sufficient  access  to  the  head 
office  decision-makers  to  permit  easy  communication  and  to 
affect  the  decision-making  process.  Even  on  such  a  basic 
level  as  telephone  communications,  problems  exist.  Field 
staff  in  Kenora,  for  example,  stressed  how  much  they  thought 
their  effectiveness  and  their  relationships  with  head  office 
would  be  improved  if  toll-free  inter-city  Government  telephone 
lines  were  available  between  Kenora  and  Toronto.  Long  dist¬ 
ance  telephone  charges  inhibit  calls  from  either  office. 

(d)  In  Ministries  where  little  authority  is  delegated  to  field 
staff,  head  office  staff  are  frequently  too  involved  in  the 
day-to-day  activities  of  program  administration  to  be  able 
to  devote  sufficient  time  to  the  development  of  policy 
alternatives  and  to  program  planning.  For  some  Ministries, 
existing  legislation  adds  a  complication,  in  that  it  pinpoints 
a  head  office  Ministry  official  as  having  designated  responsi¬ 
bilities,  rather  than  the  Ministry  itself.  In  one  Ministry, 
for  example,  the  licensing  functions  and  the  authority  to 
provide  redress  for  client  grievances  are  vested  in  head 
office  officials. 

(e)  Clear-cut  policies  and  program  objectives  are  not  always 
present  at  all  levels  of  the  organization,  and  program 
performance  standards  and  information  systems  for  monitoring 
and  evaluating  performance  against  standards  are  frequently 
not  well  developed.  Often  lacking  is  the  balance  which 
should  be  maintained  between  flexibility,  on  the  one  hand, 
in  dealing  with  a  particular  area's  problems  and  on  the 
other  hand,  consistency  from  area  to  area  in  the  Province. 

The  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources,  for  example,  which  has 
had  considerable  experience  in  delivering  services  through 

a  field  network,  is  still  in  the  process  of  defining 
standards  and  operational  targets. 
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(f)  Head  office  administrative  and  program  support  groups 
do  not  always  respond  satisfactorily  to  the  problems 
and  needs  of  field  staff.  For  example,  in  the  adminis¬ 
trative  support  area,  routine  requests  to  head  office 
for  supplies  and  equipment  are  often  not  responded  to 
promptly.  In  the  program  support  area,  field  staff 
often  do  not  know  what  is  expected  of  them  due  to  a 
lack  of  operational  guidelines. 

(g)  Information  provided  by  head  office  to  field  managers 
for  the  purpose  of  day-to-day  operational  and  adminis¬ 
trative  decision-making  is  not  always  timely  or  suff¬ 
iciently  comprehensive  to  enable  them  to  execute  their 
responsibilities  properly. 

(h)  In  many  instances,  no  procedure  exists  to  coordinate 
decisions  by  individual  field  managers;  a  decision  by 
one  field  manager  could  prove  counter-productive  to 
another's  operations. 

(i)  Head  office  staff  are  not  always  appreciative  of  problems 
encountered  by  field  staff  and  sometimes  have  an  insular 
approach.  This  may  be  due  to  a  lack  of  career  mobility 
between  head  office  and  the  field.  This  lack  of  mobility 
is  attributable  in  large  part  to  the  position  classifica¬ 
tion  and  salary  schedules  of  field  staff  vis-a-vis  head 
office  staff;  these  make  it  unattractive  to  move  from  a 
head  office  to  a  field  position.  (See  also  section  7(g)). 

(j)  When  a  Ministry  is  organized  along  traditional  functional 
lines,  limited  opportunities  exist  below  the  position  of 
Deputy  Minister  for  staff  to  gain  experience  in  general 
management  positions.  The  number  of  administrators  who 
are  trained  to  assume  senior  management  positions  is 
therefore  limited. 

(k)  Information  flow  between  Government  and  the  public  is  not 
adequate.  Citizens  often  encounter  difficulties  in 
attempting  to  learn  of  Government  services  which  are 
available  and  to  which  they  are  entitled,  and  in  making 
Government  aware  of  their  needs  and  desires.  It  was 
reported,  for  example,  by  one  field  office  of  a  particular 
Ministry,  that  one  individual  had  contacted  nine  officials 
in  various  Government  offices  in  one  city  in  an  attempt  to 
obtain  assistance,  and  each  time  was  redirected  to  someone 
else  who  might  be  able  to  provide  the  required  service. 
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(l)  Ministry  programs  tend  to  be  planned  at  head  office  in  a 
Province-wide  context  and  priorities  tend  to  be  established  by 
program.  Program  planning  is  less  frequently  done  on  an 
area-wide  basis.  With  area-wide  planning,  area  needs  and 
priorities  could  be  assessed,  gaps  and  overlaps  eliminated, 
and  resources  (manpower,  facilities,  equipment,  funds) 
allocated  to  meet  the  particular  needs  of  a  specific  area. 

(m)  Where  no  mechanism  for  intra-Ministry  coordination  exists 
among  field  managers  in  a  field  office,  manpower  and 
other  resources  are  frequently  not  used  efficiently.  For 
example,  in  one  field  office,  the  use  of  the  Ministry 
vehicle  was  the  cause  of  continuing  friction,  in  another 
office  it  was  the  use  of  stenographic  assistance. 

(n)  Present  budget  procedures  and  methods  of  funding  do  not 
facilitate  planning  for  the  provision  of  services  on  an 
area-wide  basis.  In  some  cases,  there  is  no  formalized 
opportunity  for  field  personnel  to  represent  their  needs 
to  head  office  as  no  budget  procedure  exists  allowing 
for  field  staff  input  other  than  on  an  informal  basis. 

(o)  Head  office  staff  sometimes  appear  unwilling  to  delegate 
sufficient  authority  to  enable  field  staff  to  respond  to 
local  needs.  The  amount  of  authority  which  staff  in  field 
offices  are  able  to  exercise  varies  greatly  not  only  among 
Ministries  but  also  among  branches  within  Ministries.  Some 
staff  located  in  the  field  have  little  authority  to  do  more 
than  organize  their  day-to-day  schedule  of  activities. 

Others  have  significant  authority  to  make  decisions  of  an 
operational  nature  without  recourse  to  head  office,  while 
yet  others,  in  addition  to  the  preceding,  are  able  to  make 
decisions  related  to  the  hiring  of  staff  and  to  the  commit¬ 
ment  of  funds  for  purchase  of  goods  and  services. 

(p)  Confusion  sometimes  exists  among  head  office  staff,  field 
staff,  and  the  client  with  respect  to  limits  of  authority, 
due  to  a  lack  of  clear-cut  policy  guidelines.  This  often 
results  in  a  waste  of  time  for  the  client. 

(q)  In  some  instances,  decisions  are  made  at  head  office  with¬ 
out  consulting  the  field  staff,  even  though  the  implications 
for  field  staff  could  be  significant. 

(r)  When  a  Ministry  is  organized  along  traditional  functional 
lines  and  has  more  than  one  field  office  in  a  city, 
prospective  clients  who  are  not  familiar  with  the  Ministry's 
organizational  structure  often  encounter  difficulties  in  an 
attempt  to  contact  the  field  staff  responsible  for  providing 
the  required  service.  This  situation  is  made  even  more 
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difficult  for  the  client  when  senior  Ministry  field 
personnel  are  not  conversant  with  the  activities  of  all 
branches  in  their  Ministry  due  to  organizational  fragment¬ 
ation  and  the  resulting  ineffective  communi cati ons . 

(s)  When  a  Ministry  is  organized  along  traditional  functional 
lines,  an  individual  often  has  to  deal  with  a  number  of 
Ministry  field  offices  in  order  to  receive  the  spectrum 
of  services  he  requires.  This  means  that  the  individual 
has  to  coordinate  the  service  he  receives,  rather  than 
the  Ministry  coordinating  the  service  it  provides.  The 
situation  is  even  more  complicated  when  more  than  one 
Ministry  is  involved.  In  one  Ministry,  for  example, 
services  for  institutionalized  persons  are  separated  from 
those  for  individuals  who  have  left  institutions  and  are 
being  rehabilitated  in  the  community.  This  separation  in¬ 
hibits  continuity  in  the  Ministry's  dealings  with  any  one 

i ndi vi dual . 

(t)  A  disproportionate  amount  of  time  of  operating  staff  in  the 
field  is  spent  on  routine  administrative  tasks  such  as 
personnel  and  accounting.  These  tasks  could  be  performed 
by  support  staff  in  field  offices,  which  would  mean  that 
professional  and  other  operating  staff  could  devote  full 
time  to  their  program  delivery  functions. 

(u)  Interrelated  programs  provided  by  several  Ministries  in 
specific  areas  of  the  Province  tend  to  be  character!' zed 

by  gaps,  overlaps  and  unnecessary  duplication.  Some  coord¬ 
ination  has  been  achieved  in  the  past  through  informal  ad  hoc 
arrangements  and  through  the  Regional  Advisory  Board  structure 
of  the  Province's  Regional  Development  Program.  No  formalized 
comprehensive  mechanism  exists  even  within  Policy  Fields,  how¬ 
ever,  for  the  coordination  of  programs  of  all  Ministries  at  a 
level  below  that  of  policy  development  and  especially  within 
any  specific  area  of  the  Province.  The  situation  is  further 
complicated  at  the  field  level  because  of  the  varying  amount 
of  authority  exercised  by  the  field  staff  of  different 
Ministries.  Within  the  Social  Development  Policy  Field,  for 
example,  various  aspects  of  problems  of  the  retarded  rest 
with  the  Ministries  of  Education,  Community  and  Social 
Services,  and  Health.  The  Policy  Field  Committee  provides 
for  coordination  at  the  policy  development  level,  but  too 
little  coordination  takes  place  at  the  program  delivery 
level  for  the  various  areas  of  the  Province.* 


1  This  problem  was  recognized  by  the  Committee  on  Government  Productivity,  which 

stated*  "Today j  a  great  many  of  the  issues  with  which  government  deals  cannot 
he  neatly  compartmentalized  because  they  cut  across  traditional  departmental 
lines .  Yet  the  existing  departmental  structure  is.  almost  rigidly  vertoca.1  and 
tends  to  make  interdepartmental  coordination  difficult ."  C.O.G.P.  Interim 
Report  Number  Three,  p.  11  ff. 
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(v)  Because  of  the  small  size  of  some  Ministry  field  operations, 
support  services  may  not  be  provided  at  all  or  resources 
such  as  manpower  and  equipment  may  not  be  used  at  maximum 
efficiency.  In  the  first  instance,  for  example,  the  lack  of 
stenographic  assistance  has  meant  that  letters  and  reports 
have  been  sent  to  head  office  for  typing.  In  the  second 
instance,  for  example,  the  Ministries  of  Transportation  and 
Communications,  the  Solicitor  General  and  Natural  Resources 
all  have  vehicle  maintenance  centres;  in  some  areas,  one 
centre  might  be  able  to  provide  the  required  service  for  all 
Ministries  more  efficiently. 


2.3  Conclusions:  Current  Situation 

A  number  of  conclusions  may  be  drawn  from  this  overview  of  the  present 

si tuati on. 

.  There  is  a  need  for  Government  services  of  a  uniformly  high  quality 
to  be  more  available  and  accessible  throughout  the  Province,  and 
for  services  to  be  provided  more  quickly  and  conveniently. 

.  There  is  a  need  for  improved  communications  between  Government  and 
the  people,  for  Government  to  be  more  responsive  to  the  differing 
needs  of  people  in  the  various  areas  of  the  Province,  and  to  be 
more  flexible  in  meeting  these  needs. 

.  There  is  a  need  to  separate  program  delivery  functions  from  policy¬ 
making  functions  in  order  to  ensure  that  policy  formulation  and 
long-range  planning  requirements  are  met. 

.  There  is  a  need  for  more  clearly  defined  objectives  and  policies, 
for  more  clearly  articulated  guidelines  and  uniformity  of  standards 
for  the  application  of  these  policies,  and  for  improved  systems  to 
evaluate  performance  against  standards. 

.  There  is  a  need  to  extend  considerably  more  authority  for  operational 
and  administrative  decision-making  from  head  office  to  program 
managers  in  the  field,  and  for  field  staff  to  have  more  opportunity 
to  participate  in  policy  development  and  budget  preparation. 

.  There  is  a  need  to  develop  skilled  admi ni strators  who  could  assume 
senior  management  positions,  and  to  increase  staff  mobility  between 
Ministry  head  office  and  field  offices. 

.  There  is  a  need  to  provide  better  support  to  program  managers  in  the 
field,  in  terms  of  communications  to  and  from  head  office,  inform¬ 
ation  for  decision-making  and  more  administrative  and  program  support 
services  at  the  field  level. 

.  There  is  a  need  for  more  coordination  of  Government  activities  in  the 
field  on  an  intra-Ministry  and  inter-Ministry  basis,  especially  with 
respect  to  program  planning  and  the  deployment  of  resources,  and  to 
the  delivery  of  services  within  the  context  of  approved  programs. 


-  8  - 


In  general,  the  present  organization  structure  of  individual  Ministries 
appears  inadequate  to  meet  these  needs.  A  modified  structure  character¬ 
ized  by  greater  decentralization  of  program  management  and  delivery 
functions  and  i ncorporati ng  a  significantly  increased  delegation  of 
authority  to  program  managers,  would  do  much  to  alleviate  many  of  the 
problems  inherent  in  the  present  situation  and  to  provide  a  means  by  which 
future  needs  could  be  met.  The  following  section  describes  a  concept  of 
organization  which  could  become  a  model  or  guide  for  future  Ministry 
organizational  structuring. 
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3. 


THE  BASIC  CONCEPT 


3.1  The  Three  Program  Functions  of  Ministries 


Three  distinct  and  fundamental  types  of  program  functions  are  performed 
by  all  Ministries  of  Government.  The  three  functions  can  be  designated 
as:  program  policy  and  standards  development ,  program  management  and 
program  delivery.  However,  the  division  of  work  and  responsibilities  as 
depicted  in  a  Ministry's  organization  structure  may  not  necessarily 
reflect  and  delineate  the  three  functions  as  readily  identifiable  and 
discrete  units.  Furthermore,  the  allocation  of  responsibili ty  for  these 
functions  differs  among  Ministries.  However,  the  point  to  be  made  is 
that  all  three  functions  are  intrinsic  to  the  operation  of  all  Ministries. 

(a)  The  Program  Policy  and  Standards  Development  Function 

This  function  involves  the  development  of  overall  Ministry  program 
objectives,  policies,  priorities  and  plans  on  a  Provi nce-wi de  basis. 
Ministry  policies  would,  of  course,  be  established  within  the  context 
of  overall  Government  policy  and  would  be  consistent  with  such  policy. 
Inherent  in  the  formulation  of  Ministry  objectives,  policies,  etc., 
is  the  development  of  performance  and  program  evaluation  standards  to 
ensure  that  policies  are  adhered  to  and  that  objectives  are  effectively 
met.  Integral  to  the  development  of  such  standards  would  be  the 
conduct  of  broad-base  research  activities  on  a  continuing  basis.  It 
follows  also  that  the  establishment  of  priorities  carries  with  it  the 
responsibility  for  allocation  of  financial  and  personnel  resources  on 
a  Provincial  basis.  In  the  sense  commonly  utilized  in  the  private 
sector,  this  function  is  concerned  with  corporate  planning. 

(b)  The  Program  Management  Function 

This  function  consists  of  the  routine  management  of  program  delivery 
systems  and  the  organization  of  all  services  necessary  for  program 
delivery,  in  accordance  with  approved  policy  guidelines,  plans, 
performance  standards  and  resource  allocations.  In  essence,  it  involves 
the  translation  of  policy  and  approved  overall  plans  into  detailed 
implementation  and  strategy. 

(c)  The  Program  Delivery  Function 

This  function  involves  the  actual  delivery  of  goods  and  services  to 
the  public  within  the  parameters  of  specific  programs,  i.e.,  the 
production  and  distribution  aspects  of  a  Ministry's  program  respon¬ 
sibilities. 
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Although  the  organizational  grouping  of  these  three  functions  varies 
among  Ministries,  in  most  Ministries  they  are  not  organizationally  distinct 
or  separated.  This  is  the  case  especially  with  regard  to  the  policy  and 
standards  development  and  routine  program  management  functions  which 
frequently  cannot  be  distinguished  in  terms  of  their  being  performed  by 
separate  work  units  within  a  Ministry.  The  program  delivery  function  is 
generally  separated  from  the  other  functions  due  to  its  fundamental  nature. 
Nevertheless,  examples  can  be  found  in  which  all  three  functions  are 
carried  out  by  a  single  organizational  unit  of  a  Ministry. 

Analysis  of  Ministry  organizations  indicates  that  the  existing  structures 
are  not  always  appropriate  in  terms  of  meeting  such  objectives  as  respon¬ 
siveness  to  public  needs,  accessibility  and  vi  si  bi  li  ty>  program  coorai  nati  on , 
etc.  Therefore,  intrinsic  to  the  question  of  overall  formal  organization 
is  the  more  basic  question  of  how  the  three  functions  discussed  above,  should 
be  structured. 

3.2  A  Three-Tiered  Structure 

A  new  pattern  of  organization  is  proposed  in  order  to  overcome  certain  of 
the  problems  inherent  in  the  present  situation  and  to  provide  an  organiz¬ 
ational  format  capable  of  effectively  meeting  rapidly  changing  social  and 
economic  needs. 

The  pattern  of  organization  proposed  is  characteri zed  by  the  organizational 
separation  of  the  three  functions  discussed  in  the  previous  section.  In 
particular,  it  would  require  the  decentralization  of  many  routine  program 
management  and  program  delivery  functions  now  performed  at  Ministry  head 
offices  and  the  reorganization  of  these  functions  to  permit  these 
responsibilities  to  be  exercised  on  a  broader  geographic  basis.  To  be 
effective,  such  a  step  would  have  to  be  accompanied  by  significantly  in¬ 
creased  delegation  of  authority  to  program  managers  in  the  field. 

A  three-tiered  structure  is  envisaged  consisting  of  the  geographi cal 
separation  of  the  three  functions  previously  discussed.  Thus,  in  general 
terms,  policy  and  standards  development  functions  would  be  exercised  at 
the  Provi nci al  or  head  office  level,  day-to-day  program  management  functions 
would  be  performed  at  the  regional  level  and  program  delivery  functions  would 
be  carried  out  at  the  local  or  sub- regional  level.  Thus,  the  main  focus  of 
decentralization  and  regionalization  of  Government  administration  would  be  on 
the  restructuri ng  of  routine  program  management  functions  by  dividing  them 
into  regional  units  geographically  separated,  where  possible,  from  head  office 
Policy  development  functions  would  continue  to  be  a  prerogative  of  the 
Provincial  or  head  office  level  and  the  actual  delivery  of  services  would, 
for  the  most  part,  continue  to  be  delivered  at  the  local  or  sub-regional  level 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  such  a  structure  does  not  imply  the  creation  of 
another  layer  of  'bureaucracy ' .  As  indicated  previously,  all  Ministries  have 
three  basic  program  functions  which  are  now  performed  by  existing  personnel  in 
a  variety  of  organizational  groupings.  The  new  structure  embodies  an  organiz¬ 
ational  and  geographical  rearrangement  of  the  functions  and  staff  involved. 
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The  form  of  decentralization  described  would  require  significantly 
increased  delegation  of  authority  and  responsibi 1 i ty  for  decision-making 
to  lower  levels  of  the  organization  so  thats  to  the  extent  that  authority 
is  delegated  to  the  regional  level ,  the  majority  of  detailed  program 
management  decisions  would  be  made  at  that  level  and  most  program  delivery 
(i.e.a  operational)  decisions  would  be  made  at  the  sub-regional  levels 
with  minimum  recourse  to  head  office.  Thus,  regionalization  would  enable 
a  Ministry  to  respond  more  effectively  to  the  specific  needs  of  different 
geographic  areas  within  the  Province.  The  role  of  each  of  the  three 
levels  is  summarized  in  the  next  three  sub-sections. 


THE  PROGRAM  FUNCTIONS  OF  MINISTRIES 


Functi ons 


Level 


Provincial  or 
Head  Office 
Level 


Regional  Level 


Sub-Regional  or 
Local  Level 


3. 3  Provincial  Level 

The  first  tier  would  be  the  Pro vinci al  or  head  office  level.  The  role  envis¬ 
aged  for  this  level  would  involve  overall  program  development  and  planning  for 
the  Minis  try  s  based  on  policies  and  objectives  derived  from  the  identification 
of  Provincial  needs  and  priorities.  The  program  objectives  9  policies,,  guide¬ 
lines  and  standards  set  here  would  provide  a  planning  base  for  the  other  level 
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The  Provincial  or  head  office  level  would  allocate  resources  and  would 
evaluate  and  regulate  regional  operations  to  ensure  that  performance  fell 
within  established  broad  guidelines  and  standards.  The  allocation  of 
resources  to  the  regions  for  various  programs  would  be  based  on  the  object¬ 
ives  and  priorities  which  have  been  set.  The  regional  level  would,  of  course, 
participate  in  the  discussions  relating  to  the  development  of  these  objectives 
and  priorities. 

Head  office  would  also  be  responsible  for  research  programs,  and  for  an 
information  system  which  would  provide  for  the  appropriate  flow  of  information 
throughout  the  structure.  Technical  guidance  would  be  provided,  when  required, 
to  the  other  levels  to  achieve  the  most  practical  and  effective  method  of 
delivering  services.  Such  administrative  and  operational  support  functions 
as  are  not  suitable  for  regional  representation  would  be  located  at  the  head 
office  level. 

The  Minister  and  Deputy  Minister  would  have  ultimate  responsibi 1 i ty  for 
the  operations  of  the  Ministry.  The  form  of  organization  at  this  level 
would  be  a  combination  of  line  and  functional  management.  The  Deputy  Minister 
would  be  responsible  for  decisions  on  implementing  and  coordinating  plans  or 
programs  and  allocating  resources  at  the  Provincial  level.  In  addition,  he 
would  have  direct  line  authority  to  the  regional  level. 

Within  the  context  of  day-to-day  program  administration,  individual  Provincial 
Program  Managers ^  reporting  to  the  Deputy  Minister  would  have  a  functi onal 
relationship  to  corresponding  program  managers  within  each  region.  Although 
the  program  managers  located  at  the  regional  level  would  not  report  directly 
to  the  Provincial  Program  Managers  in  a  line  capacity  they  would,  on  a 
continuing  basis,  receive  advice  and  specific  direction  from  the  Provincial 
Program  Managers  on  policy  questions  and  on  matters  falling  outside  of  estab¬ 
lished  program  guidelines,  authority  limits,  technical  standards,  resource 
allocations,  etc.  Of  fundamental  importance  to  the  'workabi lity '  of  this 
concept  are  the  precise  delineation  of  program  responsibilities  and  reporting 
relationships  at  both  the  head  office  and  regional  levels  and  the  maximum 
delegation  of  authority  to  regional  managers  so  that  the  Deputy  Minister  can 
concentrate  on  overall  coordination,  planning,  policy  development,  etc., 
thereby  minimizing  his  involvement  in  routine  program  management  questions. 
Provincial  Program  Managers  would  have  responsibi 1 i ty  for  developing  policy 
alternatives  and  plans,  monitoring,  reporting  and  recommending  on  program 
delivery,  and  providing  technical  guidance  to  the  regional  level.  Through  the 
office  of  the  Deputy  Minister,  the  Provincial  Program  Managers  would  exercise 
effective  functional  control  over  their  regional  program  counterparts.  (See 
Appendix  3,  Figures  1  and  2). 


1  See  Appendix  4,  Position  Definitions. 


3.4  Regional  Level 


The  second  tier  would  be  the  regional  level.  The  regional  level  would  be 
responsible,  within  the  context  of  the  'policies  and  priorities 3  guidelines 
and  standards  set  by  head  office }  for  identifying  regional  needs,  day-to-day 
planning  of  program  delivery,  applying  alternative  techniques  of  program 
execution  and  deploying  resources.'*  It  would  also  be  responsible  for 
directing  sub-regional  operations  and  for  evaluating  their  effectiveness.  In 
other  words,  it  would  be  responsible  for  directing  and  coordinating  program 
delivery  systems. 

Program  (i.e.,  operational)  support  services  such  as  professional  staff 
development  and  consulting  services  could  be  performed  at  this  level.  Admin¬ 
istrative  support  services  could  also  be  performed  at  this  level  including 
such  services  as  payroll,  personnel  and  provision  of  supplies.  This  subject 
is  discussed  in  more  detail  on  page  18. 

The  regional  level  for  each  Ministry  would  be  composed  of  a  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trator  as  well  as  Regional  Program  Managers  representing  those  services 
provided  by  the  Ministry  which  are  relevant  to  the  area.  The  authority  of 
the  Regional  Administrator  would  be  delegated  from  the  Deputy  Minister,  but 
it  would  pass  directly  to  this  position  rather  than  through  an  hierarchy  of 
functional  program  units.  The  delegation  of  authority  from  the  Deputy  Minister 
would  never  be  absolute,  however,  for  the  chief  executive  would  always  retain 
a  measure  of  authority  which  would  be  exercised  from  head  office.  The  Regional 
Administrator  would  be  responsible  for  directing  and  coordinating  total  program 
delivery  within  the  region  and  assessing  the  effectiveness  of  programs  in 
meeting  the  needs  of  the  population.  However,  the  Regional  Administrator 
would  be  accountable  to  the  Deputy  Minister  for  the  satisfactory  execution  of 
all  regional  program  responsibilities  in  accordance  with  established  policy 
guidelines,  authority  limits  and  performance  standards.  (See  Appendix  3, 

Figure  3). 

The  individual  Regional  Program  Managers  would  be  directly  responsible  to  the 
Regional  Administrator  but  would  derive  technical  guidance  from  their  corres¬ 
ponding  Provincial  Program  Managers  at  head  office.  The  functions  of  the 
Regional  Program  Manager  would  differ,  depending  on  his  relationships  with  the 
sub-regional  level.  This  is  discussed  in  Section  5.2. 

Six  Administrative  Regions  are  envisaged  with  common  Regional  Administrative 
Centres  and  common  regional  boundaries.  (See  Volume  III." Common  Regions. 
Regional  Administrative  Centres1 11).  Regional  functions  for  some  programs,  because 
of  their  nature,  might  conceivably  be  performed  from  one  geographic  location 


1  Problems  having  significant  policy  implications  or  falling  outside  of 
prescribed  guidelines,  limits  of  authority,  resource  allocations,  etc., 

would,  of  course,  be  referred  to  the  head  office  level  for  review  and 
decision. 
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for  all  or  several  regions.  However,  close  physical  proximity  of  the 
Regional  Administrator  to  the  field  operations  is  necessary  to  facilitate 
the  coordination  required  at  the  regional  level  and  to  increase  the  Regional 
Administrator’s  sensitivity  to  the  needs  of  the  region.  In  any  case,  a 
geographic  separation  of  the  function  of  the  Regional  Administrator  from  head 
office  is  necessary  if  regional  concerns  are  to  be  effectively  represented. 


3. 5  Sub-Regional  Level 

The  third  tier  would  be  the  sub-regional  level.  The  responsibilities  of  this 
tier  would  vary  among  Ministries.  In  some  Ministries  this  level  would  be 
where  programs  are  actually  delivered  and  contacts  made  with  the  public. 
Typical  program  delivery  functions  would  be  the  registration  of  motor  vehicle 
dealers,  operation  of  the  courts,  calculation  of  property  assessment, 
operation  of  correctional  institutions,  or  the  maintenance  of  highways.  In 
some  instances,  other  agencies  such  as  local  school  boards  and  municipal 
governments  would  (or  already  do)  perform  the  functions  of  the  third  tier.  In 
other  instances,  some  services  now  being  performed  by  Ministries  themselves 
could  be  delivered  by  local  agencies  or  by  the  private  sector  on  a  contract 
basis.  ‘ 


3.6  Communication  Among  Levels 

For  the  effective  operation  of  such  a  structure,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
objectives  and  policies  of  the  Ministry  be  known,  understood  and  followed 
throughout  the  organization.  This  requires  reliable  standards  of  performance 
and  indicators  of  success  or  failure.  Information  necessary  to  arrive  at 
sound  decisions  must  be  available  to  personnel  to  whom  authority  has  been 
delegated.  Continuing  and  frequent  communication  is  required,  in  fact,  is 
essential,  among  all  levels  of  the  organization. 

Information  systems  must  be  designed  such  that  timely,  accurate  and  compre¬ 
hensive  information  relevant  to  the  needs  of  the  various  levels  would  be 
available.  Budget  procedures  should  be  established  at  each  level  in  order  that 
local  and  regional  requirements  are  communicated  to  head  office  to  be  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  overall  planning  process. 

Communication  could  be  facilitated  through  the  use  of  such  mechanisms  as  a 
management  committee  composed  of  the  Deputy  Minister,  the  Provincial  Program 
Managers  and  their  senior  staff  advisors,  as  well  as  the  Regional  Administrators . 
This  committee  would  discuss  objectives  and  priorities,  overall  Ministry  plans, 
etc.  A  corollary  of  this  would  be  that  the  Regional  Administrator  would  also 
establish  similar  mechanisms  with  sub-regional  personnel. 


The  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  also  mentions  this  possibility. 
(See  C.O.G.P.  Interim  Report  Number  Three,  p.  50  ff). 
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3. 7  Inter-Mi nistry  Coordination 

Inter-Ministry  coordination  is  already  provided  for  through  the  Policy 
Field  Committees,  the  Policies  and  Priorites  Board  and  the  Cabinet 
with  respect  to  broad  policy  formulation. 

In  order  to  eliminate  fragmentation  and  duplication  in  terms  of  planning 
and  delivery  of  services  across  different  Ministries,  inter-Mi nistry  coordin¬ 
ation  should  also  take  place  at  the  regional  level.  This  could  be  effected 
by  a  council  composed  of  the  Regional  Administrators  of  the  different 
Ministries.  This  Counoil  of  Regional  Administrators  would  be  responsible  for 
examining  issues  of  common  interest  and  resolving  problems  of  a  regional 
nature,  within  established  policies  and  guidelines."^  It  would  have  no  execu¬ 
tive  power,  per  se,  but  would  exercise  a  measure  of  authority  through  the 
authority  vested  in  individual  members  acting  collectively.  The  Council  would 
select  one  of  its  members,  on  a  rotating  basis,  to  be  chairman.  The  Council 
could  establish  sub-committees  to  deal  with  special  issues,  perhaps  relating 
to  a  particular  Policy  Field,  or  perhaps  crossing  Policy  Fields  depending  on 
the  nature  of  the  particular  problem.  Individual  administrators  would  be 
expected  to  provide  the  required  background  information  covering  the  relevant 
issues  under  consideration  by  the  Council ,  through  the  use  of  staff  under  their 
direct  authority.  (See  Appendix  3,  Figure  7).  Coordination  at  the  regional 
level  would  be  inhibited  if  a  Ministry  having  programs  relevant  to  a  particular 
region  was  not  represented  both  in  the  region  and  on  the  Council  by  a  Regional 
Administrator.  It  is  recognized,  however,  that  in  some  instances  -  when  a 
Ministry  does  not  have  a  full-time  Regional  Administrator  in  the  region  - 
alternative  arrangements  would  be  required. 

The  agendas  and  minutes  of  Council  meetings  would  be  sent  to  the  participating 
Regional  Administrators,  to  the  head  office  management  group  of  all  Ministries, 
and  to  the  Policy  Field  Secretariats.  The  device  of  using  agendas  and  minutes 
would  assist  in  keeping  those  at  policy-making  levels  at  head  office  informed 
about  regional  concerns. 

The  use  of  such  a  technique  alone,  however,  would  not  be  sufficient.  Additional 
steps  are  necessary  when  the  issues  involved  are  outside  established  guidelines 
and  have  policy  formulation  or  obvious  Province-wide  impact. 


*  A  degree  of  inter-Mi nistry  coordination  has  already  been  achieved  by 
informal  ad  hoc  arrangements  between  Ministries  and  by  the  Regional 
Advisory  Boards  established  under  the  Province's  Regional  Development 
Program.  The  Council  of  Regional  Administrators,  in  addition  to  its 
other  functions,  could  perform  the  functions  of  these  Advisory  Boards. 
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It  would  be  necessary  to  refer  to  the  head  office  level  of  the  Ministries 
concerned  those  problems  which  have  policy  implications*  those  for  which 
no  clear-cut  guidelines  exist  or  those  which  could  not  be  undertaken 
within  the  context  of  approved  program  and  budget.  Those  items  which  did 
not  have  policy  implications  could  be  resolved  at  the  head  office  level 
of  the  Ministries  concerned.  Questions  concerning  the  management  of  program 
resources  would*  of  course,  be  referred  by  the  head  office  to  the  Management 
Board  of  the  Cabinet  where  appropriate.  On  issues  which  had  policy  implic¬ 
ations,  the  following  sequence  of  events  might  take  place: 

(a)  The  Council  of  Regional  Administrators  could  meet  to  consider  a 
particular  inter-Ministry  coordination  problem,  improvement  plan, 
etc. ,  to  be  resol ved. 

(b)  Subsequent  to  the  meeting  of  the  Councils  the  Regional  Administrator 
of  each  Ministry  concerned  could  discuss  the  issue  with  the  head 
office  level  to  obtain  an  overall  Ministry  perspective. 

(c)  The  issue  could  be  reviewed  by  each  Ministry  concerned  (at  the  head 
office  level)  and  by  the  Policy  Field  Committees  affected,  and  a 
decision  reached  as  to  the  position  to  be  taken  by  the  Ministry. 

(d)  The  Regional  Administrator  of  each  Ministry  could  be  advised  of 
the  position  taken  by  his  Ministry  concerning  the  issue. 

(e)  The  Council  of  Regional  Administrators  could  meet  to  discuss  the 
issue  again  in  relation  to  the  positions  adopted  by  Ministries 
and  their  appropri ateness  to  the  regional  situation. 

(f)  The  Regional  Administrators  of  the  Ministries  concerned  could 
convey  the  outcome  of  these  discussions  to  their  respective 
head  offices. 

(g)  The  head  office  level  of  each  of  the  Ministries  concerned  could 
evaluate  the  Council’s  comments  and  reactions  to  the  position  of 
the  Ministry,  and  could  discuss  the  issue  with  its  respective 
Policy  Field  Committee  in  order  to  develop  a  tentative  policy. 

(h)  The  tentative  policy  could  be  reviewed  by  the  Policy  and  Priorities 
Board  and  the  Cabinet  for  acceptability  in  relation  to  Provincial 
objectives  and  policies,  and  a  decision  reached. 

(i)  Each  Regional  Administrator  could  be  notified  by  head  office  of 
the  decision  made  by  the  Policy  and  Priorities  Board  and  Cabinet. 

The  foregoing  arrangement  presupposes,  of  course,  that  individual  Regional 
Administrators  are  delegated  sufficient  and  comparable  authority  to  resolve 
a  majority  of  the  day-to-day  problems  arising  in  the  region,  at  the  regional 
level.  I  he  parameters  of  the  guidelines  and  the  authority  limits  established 
at  the  head  office  level  for  Regional  Administrators  must  be  such  that  the 
majority  of  operating  decisions  can  be  made  at  the  regional  level.  Recourse 
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to  the  Provincial  or  head  office  level  should  be  the  exception  rather 
than  the  rule. 


3.8  Regional  Support  Services 

The  foregoing  discussion  describes  a  mechanism  [The  Counoil  of  Regional 
Administrators)  by  which  program  coordination  could  be  achieved  at  the 
regional  level.  However,  the  adoption  of  a  regional  structure  also  has 
organizational  implications  regarding  the  coordination  and  management  of 
administrative  (e.g.,  purchasing)  and  operational  (e.g.,  license  preparation 
and  mailing)  support  services.  The  integration  of  such  services  would  be  a 
natural  outgrowth  of  regional  organization ,if  more  efficient  utilization  of 
resources,  manpower,  facilities,  and  equipment  is  to  be  realized. 

A  number  of  arrangements  are  conceivable  and  could  apply  to  both  administ¬ 
rative  and  operational  support  services.  For  example,  the  service  could  be 
provided  by  the  Ministry  of  Government  Services  (subcontracting  to  the 
private  sector  where  appropriate)  or  by  the  main  'user'  in  the  region.  Given 
the  already  established  role  of  the  Ministry  of  Government  Services  in  the 
provision  of  support  services,  it  would  probably  continue  to  be  the  primary 
supplier  of  such  services  and  as  such,  the  Regional  Administrator  of  that 
Ministry  would  play  an  important  part  on  the  Counoil .  In  any  case,  various 
charge-back  and  contractual  systems  are  available  to  allocate  the  costs  involved. 
The  point  to  be  made  is  that  maximum  economies  can  only  be  achieved  by  integr¬ 
ation  of  as  many  services  as  possible  under  one  management. 

In  the  short-term,  integration  of  support  services  might  initially  involve 
consolidation  of  the  more  routine  services  such  as  general  stenographic  and 
reception  assistance.  In  the  longer-term  and  having  gained  a  background  of 
experience,  such  arrangements  could  logically  be  extended  to  more  sophisticated 
support  services  such  as  financial  services  (e.g.,  payroll  and  expense  account 
processing),  personnel  administration  and  other  similar  services.  In  all 
cases,  of  course,  an  adequate  level  of  service  would  have  to  be  ensured  for  all 
‘users'  of  a  service. 

In  summary,  integration  allows  for  more  efficient  utilization  of  existing 
resources.  However,  an  additional  benefit  of  these  arrangements  is  that 
a  potential  is  created  for  the  provision  of  services  which  were  previously 
not  economically  feasible  for  any  one  Ministry.  The  ability  to  achieve 
coordination  and  possibly  integration  of  support  services  presupposes  a 
rationalization  of  the  current  multi -regi onal  office  situation  through  the 
establishment  of  Regional  Administrative  Centres.  This  question  is  dealt 
with  in  more  detail  in  Volume  III,  entitled  “Common  Regions.  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trative  Centres." 
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3.9  Regional  Organization  and  the  Ministry  Concept 


In  the  Third  Interim  Report  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Productivity 
the  Ministry  system  was  Introduced  and  the  'Ministry  Office'  concept  was 
outlined  as  a  possible  extension  of  it.  The  Ministry  system  focusses  on 
the  role  of  the  Ministry  Office,  which  is  similar  to  the  role  of  the  head 
office  level  in  the  tiered  structure.  The  roles  of  the  members  of  the 
Ministry  Executive  Group  (Minister  and  Deputy  Minister)  are  delineated 
so  that  emphasis  is  placed  on  policy  formulation  and  planning. 

A  small  group  of  highly  qualified  individuals  comprises  the  Ministry  staff 
within  the  Ministry  Office.  Their  function  would  be  to  maintain  a  balanced 
perspective  among  all  the  roles  of  the  Ministry  in  relation  to  policy, 
priorities,  legislation,  integration,  and  senior  appointments. 

The  day-to-day  program  responsi bi 1 i ty  formerly  exercised  by  the  Deputy 
Minister  is  delegated  to  self-contained  organizational  units,  which  replace 
the  traditional  Ministry  structure.  The  concepts  of  both  the  Ministry  system 
and  the  tiered  structure  are  comparable  to  the  extent  that  each  attempts  to 
separate  policy  development  from  program  delivery  through  the  delegation  of 
authority  to  the  lower  levels  of  the  structure.  The  Ministry  system  would, 
therefore,  provide  a  basis  for  facilitating  the  implementation  of  the  concepts 
of  both  decentralization  and  regionalization  as  they  are  described  in  the 
tiered  approach. 

An  important  aspect  which  is  dealt  with  in  the  Ministry  system  is  the 
coordination  of  the  various  agencies  (including  boards  and  commissions) 
within  a  Minister's  portfolio.  It  was  proposed  that  the  aqencies  would  function 
as  administrative  units  and  that  they  would  report  to  the  Ministry  Executive  Group 
along  with  all  other  admini strati ve  heads.  In  this  way  they  become  an  integral 
part  of  the  portfolio  and  communication  is  simplified.  The  role  and  function 
of  agencies  has  not  been  dealt  with  specifically  in  this  study  but  the  appli¬ 
cation  described  in  the  Ministry  Office  concept  would  appear  to  complement  the 
design  for  decentralization  and  regionalization  described  in  this  report.  The  way 
in  wnich  these  two  concepts  could  be  merged  would  have  to  be  considered  in  the 
context  of  each  Ministry's  operations.  (See  Appendix  3,  Figure  6). 


3.10  A  Flexible  Approach 

The  organizational  model  described  in  the  foregoing  discussion  is  by  no 
means  intended  as  a  rigid  or  absolute  pattern  of  organization.1  Such  a 
premise  would  be  unrealistic  considering  the  broad  spectrum  of  activities 
that  modern  Government  is  engaged  in  and  the  variety  of  different  problems 
facing  individual  Ministries. 


The  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  also  recognized  the  need  for 
organizational  flexibility.  (See  C.O.G.P.  Interim  Report  Number  Two, 
p.  17  ff  and  C.O.G.P.  Interim  Report  Number  Three,  p.  12  ff). 
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The  model  is  intended,  rather,  as  a  framework  for  organization.  Obviously, 
in  the  actual  application  of  the  concept,  variations  would  be  necessary 
since  not  all  Ministry  programs  could  or  should  be  geographi cal ly  struc¬ 
tured  in  the  manner  described.  Various  alternatives  in  organizational 
format  are  available  to  meet  the  individual  circumstances  of  particular 
Ministries.  These  alternatives  are  discussed  in  Section  5,  entitled 
"Variations  of  the  Concept. 11 
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4. 


BENEFITS  OF  REGIONAL  ORGANIZATION 


The  concept  set  forth  in  Section  3  emphasizes  three  major  points: 

•  an  organization  structure  which  would  be  composed 
of  three  levels  of  responsibil ity  and  authority; 

•  a  Regional  Administrator  in  each  region  who  would  be 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  each  Ministry's 
programs  in  that  region; 

•  a  Council  of  Regional  Administrators  which  would  be 
responsible  for  inter-Ministry  coordination. 

The  adoption  of  this  concept  would  result  in  many  benefits,  such  as  the 

following: 

4.1  A  Three-Tiered  Structure 


(a)  The  development  of  a  three-tiered  organization  structure, 
accompanied  by  redefinition  of  roles  and  increased  delegation 
of  responsibilities  and  authority  limits  to  field  staff,  would 
mean  that  Ministries  would  be  more  responsive  to  their  clients' 
needs  and  that  services  would  be  more  readily  available  than 

if  operations  were  conducted  from  head  office.  People  would 
have  easier  access,  at  less  cost,  to  the  appropriate  officials 
who  could  solve  their  problems  quickly. 

(b)  Ministries,  in  modifying  or  developing  new  programs,  would 
also  be  more  aware  of  and  responsive  to  clients'  needs. 

Ministries  would  benefit  from  having  competent  field  staff  who 
would  continuously  monitor  changing  needs  of  the  Ministries  in  the 
field  and  communicate  these  needs  to  head  offices. 

(c)  The  development  of  a  strong  regional  level  in  the  organization 
structure  and  the  delegation  of  genuine  authority  for  policy 
implementation  to  that  level  would  allow  head  office  staff  to 
devote  more  of  their  time  to  long-range  planning  and  policy 
development,  to  establishing  priorities,  to  setting  guidelines 
and  standards,  to  evaluating  performance,  to  conducting  research 
programs,  and  to  preparing  legislation.  Because  of  this  new 
head  office  role,  the  necessary  degree  of  consistency  among 
regions  could  be  assured. 

(d)  The  development  of  a  regional  capability  in  all  Ministries, 

with  sufficient  authority  to  implement  regional  program  plans  and 
manage  day-to-day  program  operations,  would  obviously  facilitate  intra- 
Ministry  and  inter-Ministry  coordination  on  a  regional  basis. 
Uncoordinated  Ministry  decisions  can  have  serious  effects  within 
a  Ministry.  A  decision  by  one  Program  Manager  could  prove  counter¬ 
productive  to  another  Program  Manager’s  operation. 
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(e)  The  new  concept  would  provide  increased  opportunities  for  staff 
to  obtain  training  and  experience  in  general  management  positions 
(i.e.,  Regional  Administrator)  thus  making  available  a  resource 
of  seasoned  administrators  from  which  to  select  personnel  for 
senior  executive  positions.  Under  the  historic  structure  of 
Ministries,  the  only  position  of  a  general  management  nature 
within  most  Ministries  has  been  that  of  the  Deputy  Minister. 

Career  mobility  between  head  office  and  field  positions  would 
also  be  increased, thus  allowing  greater  cross-pollination  of 
ideas,  viewpoints,  experience,  etc. 

(f)  The  development  of  a  strong  regional  presence  would  create  more 
opportunities  for  citizen  participation  in  the  decision-making 
process. 1 

(g)  The  implementation  of  this  concept  would  facilitate  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  operation  of  regional  information  centres  serving  all 
Ministries.  The  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  recognized 
the  advantages  of  such  centres  for  providing  general  Government 
information,  directing  citizens  to  the  appropriate  Government 
services,  and  creating  opportunities  for  citizens  to  convey 
information  and  opinions  to  Government. - 

4.2  The  Regional  Administrator 

(h)  The  Regional  Administrator  would  play  a  key  role  in  the  structure. 
He  would  have  overall  responsibil ity  for  Ministry  activities  in 
the  region,  and  would  be  the  chief  means  by  which  intra-Ministry 
coordination  would  be  achieved.  An  opportunity  would  be  created 
for  operational  planning  on  a  regional  basis  and  for  more  effective 
deployment  and  utilization  of  available  resources,  e.g.,  money, 
equipment,  and  manpower,  to  meet  local  needs  and  priorities.  The 
allocation  of  duties  to  various  officials  in  the  region  would 
assure  that  all  Ministry  responsibilities  would  be  met  and  that 
program  overlap  would  be  minimized. 

(i)  The  Regional  Administrator  would  be  responsible  for  all  operating 
decisions  and  for  the  initiation,  implementation  and  follow-up  of 
projects  and  programs  within  broad  guidelines  established  by  head 
office.  There  would  be  no  dual  responsibility,  and  hence  less 
opportunity  for  both  head  office  and  the  region  to  be  dealing  with 
an  organization  or  an  individual  on  an  issue  without  the  other's 
knowledge. 


The  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  also  emphasized  the  importance 
of  developing  more  channels  for  citizen  participation.  (See  C.O.G.P. 
Interim  Report  Number  Three,  p.  52  ff . ) 

^  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  Interim  Report  Number  Seven,  p.  28  ff. 
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(j)  Within  a  Ministry  it  is  often  necessary  to  deal  with  an  indi¬ 
vidual,  organization,  or  municipality  on  several  issues;  the 
existence  of  a  Regional  Administrator  would  offer  to  the  client 
the  possibility  of  a  unified  point  of  contact  with  the  Ministry, 
thus  improving  service  to  the  public. 

(k)  Ministry  support  services  such  as  accounting  and  personnel  would 
be  provided  at  the  regional  level.  This  would  relieve  the 
operating  people  of  many  of  their  routine  tasks,  thus  allowing 
them  to  devote  their  talents  to  their  professional  duties. 


4.3  Inter-Ministry  Coordination 

(l)  The  Council  of  Regional  Administrators  would  provide  a  mechanism 
by  which  inter-Ministry  coordination  could  be  achieved  for  the 
region.  The  interface  between  Ministries  is  becoming  increasingly 
complex  at  both  the  policy-making  and  operational  levels.  The 
recent  restructuring  of  Government  has  provided  for  coordination 

at  the  policy  formulation  level  but  there  is  also  a  need  for  greater 
inter-Ministry  coordination  at  the  program  planning  and  operating 
level  -  i.e.,  the  regional  level.  Through  the  Council  of  Regional 
Administrators 3  problems  related  to  the  specific  region  would  be 
discussed.  This  would  mean,  for  example, that  unilateral  decisions 
by  one  Ministry  which  affect  the  operations  of  others  could  be 
avoided,  or  that  problems  experienced  by  clients  having  to  deal 
with  more  than  one  Ministry  on  related  issues  could  be  solved. 

(m)  This  mechanism  for  inter-Ministry  coordination,  tied  in  as  it  is 
with  common  administrative  centres  and  common  regional  boundaries, 
could  also  provide  support  for  the  Government's  policy  of  region¬ 
al  planning  and  development  as  outlined  in  Design  for  Development 
Phase  III.l  The  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  also  stressed 
the  need  for  effective  coordination  and  integration  among. Ministries , 
especially  at  the  regional  level. 2 

(n)  This  approach  would  allow  for  pooling  of  support  services,  sharing 
of  commonly  used  office  and  operational  equipment  (e.gos  communi¬ 
cations  facilities,  document  copying  machines,  vehicles),  and 
sharing  of  accommodation  (e.g.,  board  rooms,  waiting  rooms,  etc.). 


1  Statements  by  the  Honourable  William  G.  Davis,  June  18,  1972  and 
the  Honourable  W.  D'Arcy  McKeough,  June  19,  1972. 

^  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  Interim  Report  Number  Eight, 
p.  7  ff. 
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(o)  This  arrangement  would  also  allow  integration  of  as  many  support 
services  as  possible  under  one  management,  thus  enabling  more 
efficient  utilization  of  manpower  to  be  achieved.  An  additional 
benefit  of  this  approach  is  that  a  potential  is  created  for  the 
provision  of  services  which  were  previously  uneconomic  for  any 
one  Ministry. 

In  summary,  to  the  extent  that  the  concept  of  regional  organization  and 
delegation  of  authority  is  adopted,  it  would  provide  a  method  of  achieving 
increased  accessibility  to,  and  visibility  of  the  Government  at  the  local 
level,  and  would  also  provide  increased  responsiveness  and  sensitivity  to  local 
needs.  It  would  further  result  in  indirect  benefits  such  as  the  relief  of 
congestion  in  central  Toronto,  the  reduction  of  demand  for  office  space  in 
the  Queen's  Park  core  area,  and  the  creation  of  economic  stimuli  to 
municipalities  located  in  the  regions. 

A  number  of  factors  will  have  a  direct  bearing  on  the  timing  and  the  degree 
to  which  the  concept  can  be  implemented,  and  the  above  advantages  achieved. 
These  factors  are  discussed  in  Section  7  of  this  report. 
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5.  VARIATIONS  OF  THE  CONCEPT 


5. 1  The  Need  for  Variations  and  I  heir  Effect 

The  organizational  concept  described  in  the  previous  sections  of  this  report 
represents  a  long-range  organizational  planning  goal,  rather  than  a  rigid 
plan  for  immediate  or  total  adoption.  No  detailed  and  universally  applicable 
plan  can  be  offered  for  all  Ministries.  Such  a  step  would  be  unrealistic. 
Only  a  broad  framework  or  pattern  for  future  organization  can  be  presented. 
Thus,  the  concept  and  its  attendant  benefits  as  outlined  represents  the 
'ideal'  situation.  The  detailed  structure  adopted  by  any  given  Ministry 
will  have  to  be  tailored,  by  necessity,  to  its  individual  programs,  size, 
etc.  From  this  point  of  view  some  degree  of  organizational  diversity  is 
necessary  and  desirable.  A  number  of  variations  of  the  basic  concept  are 
available  to  meet  the  individual  requirements  of  particular  Ministries. 

These  organizational  variations  are  outlined  in  this  section.  In  any  case, 
it  is  important  to  realize  that,  to  the  extent  that  the  basic  concept  as 
described  in  the  foregoing  sections  cannot  be  implemented,  certain  attendant 
benefits  will  be  lost.  On  the  other  hand,  other  benefits  will  result. 
Furthermore,  a  number  of  the  prerequisites  for  implementation  will  change. 
These  interrelated  issues  are  also  discussed  in  this  section. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  organization  structures  of  a  number  of 
Ministries  already  parallel  to  some  degree  (in  some  cases,  significantly) 
the  organizational  pattern  outlined  in  this  report.  Other  Ministries 
have  virtually  centralized  organizations,  while  still  other  Ministries, 
even  though  characterized  by  an  extensive  field  network  ostensibly  incor¬ 
porating  a  large  degree  of  delegated  authority,  have  in  fact,  delegated 
little  authority  from  head  office  to  these  field  operations.  Thus,  in  some 
Ministries  application  of  the  concept  as  described  would  not  present  a  major 
problem,  while  in  others  adoption  of  the  concept  would  require  a  major 
organizational  restructuring  and  change  in  management  style.  In  still, 
other  Mi nis tries ■*• ,  a  variation  of  the  concept  or  alternative  arrangements 
would  be  required. 


5.2  Variations  at  the  Regional  and  Sub-Regional  Levels 

A  variety  of  organizational  arrangements  between  regional  and  sub-regional 
levels  is  possible  without  significantly  deviating  from  the  basic  thrust 
of  the  concept,  that  is,  the  geographical  separation  of  the  three  functions 
of  policy  and  standards  development,  program  management  and  program  deli¬ 
very,  respectively,  among  the  head  office,  regional  and  sub-regional  levels^ 
in  order  to  achieve  greater  responsiveness  and  sensitivity  to  local  needs, 
public  accessibility  and  Government  visibility.  Three  alternatives  are 
described: 

(a)  Sub-regional  offices  might  not  be  required  because  of  the  small 
size  and  the  nature  of  the  programs  of  some  Ministries.  The 
staff  reporting  directly  to  the  Regional  Program  Managers  in 
regional  offices,  or  the  Regional  Program  Managers  themselves, 


or  only  Divisions  thereof. 
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would  constitute  the  program  delivery  level.  (See  Appendix  3, 
Figure  8a). 

(b)  Some  Ministries  might  require  several  sub-regional  offices  in 
each  region.  The  staff  in  these  offices  would  be  program  deli¬ 
very  personnel  and  would  report  directly  to  the  Regional  Program 
Manager.  (See  Appendix  3,  Figure  8b). 

(c)  In  Ministries  having  extensive  field  operations,  with  a  large 
field  staff  and  a  large  number  of  sub-regional  offices,  a  Sub- 
Regional  Administrator  might  be  required  to  coordinate  staff 
activities  at  the  program  delivery  level.  This  Sub-Regional 
Administrator  would  report  to  the  Regional  Administrator  directly, 
and  the  program  delivery  level  personnel  of  all  programs  at  the 
sub-regional  level  would  report  to  the  Sub-Regional  Administrator 
in  that  office.  The  Regional  Program  Managers  would  report  to 
the  Regional  Administrator  as  staff  advisors,  and  would  not  have 
line  authority  over  the  sub-regional  program  delivery  personnel. 
(See  Appendix  3,  Figure  8c). 

Alternative  (a)  would  present  no  major  obstacle  and  would  be  the  most 
economically  viable  arrangement  in  cases  where  programs  are  limited  in 
nature  or  small  in  size.  Variation  (b)  would  again  generally  present  no 
significant  problems.  Conceivably,  if  in  any  of  the  sub-regional  offices 
an  extremely  large  number  of  personnel  are  employed,  a  problem  could  arise 
concerning  their  supervision.  Special  arrangements  to  overcome  the  problem 
would  have  to  be  worked  out.  The  final  alternative  (c)  would  also  not  run 
counter  to  the  objectives  of  basic  concept.  The  existence  of  a  large  number 
of  sub-regional  offices  would  complicate  coordination  to  some  degree  as 
contrasted  with  variation  (b)  above. 


5.3  Other  Alternatives 

A  number  of  other  organizational  alternatives  are  available.  These  may  be 
necessary  and  valid  arrangements  for  certain  Ministries.  However,  virtually 
all  of  these  alternatives  diverge  significantly ,  but  in  varying  degrees, 
from  the  major  thrust  of  the  basic  concept.  All  of  these  alternatives 
present,  again  in  varying  degrees,  major  problems  in  achieving  the  overall 
decentralization  of  Government  administration  ana  the  objectives  inherent 
in  the  concept.  On  the  other  hand,  definite  advantages  are  available  for 
particular  Ministries.  The  major  alternatives  are  discussed  below. 

(a)  More  than  one  Regional  Administrator  may  be  required  within  any 
given  region  due  to  the  nature  of  Ministry  Programs-".  Ideally, 
the  concept  envisages  regionalization  of  all  day-to-day  program 


i 

See  Appendix  3,  Figure  4. 
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management  functions  and  the  vesting  of  these  responsibilities 
in  one  senior  official  within  a  region,  a  Regional  Administrator . 

To  the  extent  that  this  cannot  be  accompl i shed, both  intra-  and 
inter-Ministry  coordination  will  suffer.  Communications  will  be 
complicated  and  potential  public  confusion  as  to  the  proper  point 
of  contact  will  be  created.  Special  coordinating  mechanisms 
would  have  to  be  developed.  Conversely,  if  the  programs  handled 
by  each  Regional  Administrator  are  completely  distinct,  these 
problems  may  not  be  insurmountable. 

In  any  case,  the  extent  to  which  problems  were  experienced  would 
be  a  function  of  the  number  of  Regional  Administrators  necessary. 

The  arrangement  does  have  the  advantages  of  recognizing  dichotomy 
of  programs  and  the  'political'  and  personality  realities  inherent 
in  any  administrative  hierarchy.  Indirectly,  it  also  would  create 
more  senior  career  opportunities.  In  instances  where  the  programs 
handled  by  each  Regional  Administrator  were  completely  separate, 
it  could  actually  improve  responsiveness  and  public  accessibility 
along  with  local  sensitivity  and  Government  visibility.  It  would 
be  hoped  that  the  above  arrangement  would  not  be  utilized  except 
in  cases  where  definite  program  dichotomy  exists  or  where  a  parti¬ 
cular  Ministry  has  found  it  necessary  to  divide,  for  its  own 
purposes,  the  overall  common  region  adopted  by  most  Ministries. 

(e)  All  programs  may  not  be  represented  within  one  region.  Again,  in 
its  ideal  form,  the  concept  implies  that  all  or  most  programs 
would  be  represented  within  any  one  region.  However,  due  to  the 
limited  nature  of  some  programs  this  arrangement  may  not  be  possible 
or  desirable.  Problems  would  be  created  in  both  intra-  and  inter- 
Ministry  coordination,  communications,  and  the  operation  of  the 
Council  of  Regional  Administrators  and  special  arrangements  would 
have  to  be  developed  to  resolve  the  problems.  (See  alternatives 
(f)  and  (g)).  The  extent  to  which  problems  were  experienced 
would  be  a  function  of  the  number  of  programs  and  number  of 
Ministries  so  affected.  The  arrangement  would  have  the  advantage 
of  being  probably  the  most  economically  viable  situation  given  the 
circumstances  involved.  Obviously,  it  is  assumed  that  this  arrange¬ 
ment  would  not  be  utilized  where  broad  geographic  representation  of 
programs  is  necessary  or  the  objectives  of  greater  responsiveness, 
accessibility  and  local  sensitivity,  etc.,  would  be  lost.  The 
step  may  be  necessary  due  to  financial  constraints  or  as  stated 
previously,  program  characteristics.  For  instance,  tne  program  may 
be  directed  towards  only  one  specific  segment  of  the  population 
located  in  a  particular  portion  of  the  Province. 

The  really  major  obstacles  to  achieving  the  objectives  of  the  concept  would 
occur  when  geographic  separation  of  program  policy  and  standards  development 
(head  office)  functions  from  program  management  (regional)  functions  cannot 
be  accomplished  along  with  actual  regional  representation  of  the  latter 
functions.  All  of  the  foregoing  alternatives  do  not  affect  the  concept  to 
such  a  significant  degree.  In  fact,  some  of  the  aims  of  the  fundamental 
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concept  may  be  completely  negated  if  the  two  functions  are  not  separated 
as  described. 

(f)  It  may  be  necessary  to  perform  both  policy  and  standards  develop¬ 
ment  functions  and  ail  program  management  functions  at  the 
Provincial  or  head  office  level.  This  may  be  necessary  due  to 
reasons  of  economics s  size  or  program  nature.  However,  signifi¬ 
cant  problems  would  arise  in  inter-Ministry  coordination  and 
communications  and  the  operation  of  the  Council  of  Regional 
Administrators.  Again,  it  is  assumed  the  arrangement  would  not 
be  used  except  in  cases  of  program  anomalies.  Nevertheless, 

the  administrative  tradition  of  organizations  and  the  attitudes 
and  management  'style1  of  some  head  office  administrators  are 
such  that  decentralization  and  delegation  of  authority  has,  in 
some  cases,  not  occurred  for  these  reasons.  In  these  cases, 
responsiveness,  service,  public  accessibility  and  sensitivity 
to  local  needs,  etc.,  invariably  suffer.  In  fairness,  this  is 
not  the  case  with  a  large  number  of  administrators.  Special 
solutions  would  have  to  be  developed  to  overcome  coordination 
problems.  For  instance,  for  those  Ministries  which  do  not 
conform  to  the  concept,  representati ves  from  head  office  could, 
perhaps,  attend  meetings  of  the  Council  of  Regional  Administrators 
in  each  region.  Outside  of  the  nature  of  the  programs  involved, 
economic  factors  would  probably  be  the  main  consideration  for  use 
of  this  alternative.  Finally,  senior  general  management  career 
opportunities  would  be  lessened. 

It  is  important  to  understand  that  while  policy  development  and 
routine  program  management  functions  may  have  to  be  performed 
from  one  location,  the  functions  should  not  be  the  responsibility 
of  one  work  unit.  Thus,  while  program  management  may  not  be 
decentralized  and  regionalized,  it  should  be  organizationally  sepa¬ 
rate  from  the  head  office  or  policy  development  function  if 
regional  concerns  are  to  receive  full  consideration  and  head  office 
personnel  are  not  to  be  drawn  into  day-to-day  1 fire-fighting “  or 
crisis  situations  to  the  detriment  of  time  devoted  to  long-range 
planning  activities.  The  above  result  usually  occurs  if  it  is 
necessary  to  vest  both  functions  in  one  work  unit,  due  to  the 
realities  of  the  work  situation. 

(g)  It  may  be  necessary  for  policy  development  functions,  program  manage¬ 
ment  functions  and  program  delivery  functions  to  be  performed  at 

the  Provincial  or  head  office  level.  Virtually  all  the  same  comments 
made  concerning  alternative  (f)  would  apply  and  in  most  cases  in 
an  even  greater  degree.  Particular  attention  would  have  to  be  paid 
to  ensuring  accessibility  to  services  by  the  public  through  the  use 
of  such  techniques  as  toll-free  telephone  calling  and  effective 
information  dissemination  systems. 
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5.4  Summary 

Numerous  other  combinations  of  all  the  above  major  variations  and  alter¬ 
natives  could  be  conceived.  For  instance,  program  management  functions 
could  be  performed  from  one  region  for  several  others  if  the  nature  or 
size  of  programs  is  a  factor.  Further,  in  some  regions  (see  Appendix  3, 
Figure  5),  the  Regional  Program  Managers  could  report  directly  to  an 
Assistant  Deputy  Minister  if  a  Regional  Administrator  is  not  deemed  to  be 
required.  The  important  point  to  be  recognized  is  that  to  the  extent  that 
more  variations  are  utilized,  the  objectives  of  the  concept  are  weakened. 
Ultimately,  the  complete  concept  and  its  aims  breaks  down  and  the  system 
becomes  unworkable.^-  Many  of  the  existing  shortcomings  of  Ministry  organ¬ 
izations  would  continue  and  many  of  the  needs  of  the  public  would  not  be 
met.  If  variations  are  necessary  for  valid  reasons,  it  must  be  realized 
that  consequent  'trade-offs'  must  be  made  in  the  attendant  advantages  and 
disadvantages  involved. 


1  For  example,  non-conforming  Ministries  would  have  to  develop  their  own 
special  integrating  mechanisms  suited  to  their  own  particular  circum¬ 
stances  to  resolve  coordination  problems.  Thus,  each  of  these  will  not 
be  uniform  and  this  situation,  in  itself,  will  create  more  coordination 
problems  among  Ministries. 
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6. 


COST  OF  IMPLEMENTATION 


Additional  Annual  Operating  Costs 

The  organizational  costs  involved  in  the  concept  are  those  related  to 
establishing  the  new  intra-Ministry  organization  structures  -  primarily  the 
additional  management  positions.  These  annually  recurring  costs  would 
consist  mostly  of  salary  increases  for  selected  management  personnel.  An 
additional  cost  item  would  be  secretarial  salaries  in  respect  of  those 
managers  who  will  require  secretarial  assistance  in  the  future,  but  who  do 
not  have  secretaries  at  present. 

Two  other  cost  items,  management  travel  expenses  and  increased  office  space, 
would  be  compensated  by  other  factors.  The  increased  costs  incurred  by 
management  staff  in  travel  between  head  office  and  regional  offices  would  be 
balanced  by  the  overall  reduced  travel  costs  of  inspectors  and  other  field 
workers.  Increases  in  office  space,  consistent  with  promotions  and  Ministry 
of  Government  Services  guidelines,  may  increase  space  requirements  from 
150  to  200  square  feet.  If  the  average  square  footage  costs  for  Queen's 
Park  and  regional  offices  are  set  at  $8.00  and  $6.00,  respectively,  there  is 
no  change  in  accommodation  costs.  Both  totals  come  to  $1,200  per  annum.  In 
view  of  the  above,  the  management  travel  expenses  and  increased  office  space 
will  not  be  considered  further. 

In  making  this  cost  projection,  it  is  emphasized  that  the  only  accurate  method 
of  placing  a  cost  on  the  implementation  would  involve  a  detailed  organization 
study  of  every  organizational  unit  of  every  Ministry.  Short  of  this,  it  may 
be  acceptable  to  establish  general  assumptions  about  Ministry  organization, 
and  apply  these  consistently  to  all  Ministries.  For  purposes  of  this  study, 
the  second  approach  is  deemed  sufficient. 

The  aim  of  the  costing  procedure  for  management  salaries  is  to  arrive  at  the 
number  of  new  management  positions  required,  and  the  average  dollar  amount 
of  salary  increases  for  these  positions.  The  number  of  required  positions 
can  be  calculated  by  applying  the  concept  to  each  Ministry  according  to  the 
procedure  outlined  in  Appendix  5.  Once  the  number  of  new  management  positions 
is  estimated,  that  number  is  compared  to  the  total  of  the  present  management 
positions.  The  variance  between  these  totals  represents  the  number  of  addi¬ 
tional  management  positions  required  to  implement  the  concept.  The  value  of 
each  of  the  increases  can  be  estimated  by  applying  the  amount  of  a  promotional 
increase  (6%)  to  personnel  at  the  sub-director  salary  level  ($18,000  -  $20,000 
per  annum). 

In  estimating  secretarial  salaries,  the  approach  is  based  on  three  assumptions. 
First,  many  of  the  new  managers  will  require,  and  already  have,  secretarial 
services.  Second,  some  will  not  require  secretarial  services.  Third,  10%  of 
the  new  managers  presently  without  such  assistance,  will  require  secretaries. 


There  are  two  overall  assumptions  based  on  the  recent  experience  of  Ministries 
in  their  internal  reorganization  efforts.  First,  the  new  management  positions 
will  be  filled  from  within.  Second,  in  implementing  the  concept,  no  increases 
in  complement  would  be  considered,  unless  a  Ministry  can  clearly  demonstrate 
the  need  for  such  increases.  It  is  expected  that  those  Ministries  adopting  a 
greater  geographic  representation  or  increasing  the  level  of  service  in  present 
programs  may  eventually  require  increased  complements. 
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Admittedly,  this  estimating  approach  has  certain  drawbacks: 


Firstly,  the  number  of  required  management  staff  at  head  office 
and  in  the  field,  may  be  seriously  in  error  if  the  Ministries 
were  to  reorganize  their  programs  and  activities  into  either 
larger  or  smaller  units.  No  provision  can  be  made  for  this 
possible  type  of  reorganization. 

Secondly,  it  has  not  been  possible  to  estimate  the  number  of 
personnel  now  housed  at  head  office  who  would  move  out  to  the 
field  into  either  regional  or  sub-regional  offices.  The 
their  number,  the  greater  is  the  need  for  more  Regional  Program 
Managers  and  Sub-regional  Administrators  in  general.  No  estimate 
of  this  number  can  be  made  without  detailed  studies,  however,  it 
is  anticipated  that  a  significant  number  will  be  involved. 

Thirdly,  in  estimating  the  number  of  management  personnel  avail¬ 
able,  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  include  assistant  directors, 
or  senior  section  heads,  either  at  head  office  or  in  the  field. 
Many  of  the  present  personnel  at  these  levels  would  no  doubt 
fill  the  new  positions  with  minimal  extra  cost  in  terms  of  salary 
increases,  office  space,  or  secretarial  assistance  required. 

Fourthly,  in  some  Ministries  this  modification  of  organizational 
structure  may  lead  to  the  elimination  of  geographical  gaps  in  the 
present  level  of  service  in  a  program,  or  it  may  lead  to  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  level  of  service.  Therefore,  it  may  not  be  valid 
to  attribute  all  of  these  new  costs  to  the  implementation  of  the 
concept.  A  portion  should  perhaps  be  allocated  to  an  increase  in 
level  of  service. 


Accordingly,  this  method  is  not  a  definitive  analysis,  but  merely  an 
approach  to  estimating  the  organizational  costs  of  implementing  the  concept. 

Cost  Calculation: 

Manaqement  Salary  Increases 


Number  of  Management  staff  required  700 


Number  of  Management  staff  available  400 


Variance  300 


Average  Salary  Sub-Director  level 
Average  Promotional  Raise  (6%) 


$19,000 
$  1,140 


Average  Raise  x  Variance 


$342,000 
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Management  Salary  Increases 
(from  previous  page) 


$342,000 


Secretarial  Salaries 


Required  Management  Staff  (Variance)  =  300 


Additional  Secretaries  required 
(10%  of  Variance) 

30  Secretaries  at  $6,000 


30 


150,000 


Recurring  Annual  Costs 


$492,000 


Thus,  if  the  concept  were  implemented,  it  would  appear  that,  in  terms  of 
increased  management  and  secretarial  salaries,  costs  would  approximate 
$500,000  annually. 


Non-Recurring ,  One-Time  Implementation  Costs 

Since  it  is  not  possible  to  predict  the  extent  of  further  decentral i zati on 
which  eventually  might  be  achieved  by  Ministries  through  regional  organiza¬ 
tion  structuring  of  program  management  and  program  delivery  functions,  the 
non-recurring ,or  one-time  cost  of  implementation  cannot  be  estimated  with 
any  degree  of  accuracy  at  this  point  in  time.  The  reason  for  this  is  that 
the  cost  of  achieving  greater  decentralization  of  both  management  decision¬ 
making  and  program  delivery  functions  and  of  implementing  a  regional 
organization  structure  in  a  particular  Ministry,  is  likely  to  vary  consider¬ 
ably  across  the  Service.  The  costs  to  be  incurred  would  depend  on  the 
organization  plan  eventually  adopted,  the  extent  to  which  the  Ministry  is 
currently  decentralized,  and  the  amount  of  development  work  to  be  done  in 
order  to  achieve  a  smooth  transition  from  the  existing  structure  to  the 
regional  structure.  However,  it  is  probable  that  non-recurri ng  expendit¬ 
ures  of  this  type  by  Ministries  would  be  distributed  across  at  least  two 
to  four  fiscal  years  and  therefore,  the  effect  on  Provincial  finances  during 
any  one  year  would  be  somewhat  less  than  would  be  the  case  if  a  shorter  im¬ 
plementation  period  were  anticipated. 
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7.  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION 


Before  the  concept  can  be  implemented  and  before  the  benefits  described 
previously  can  be  realized,  certain  fundamental  requirements  would  nave 
to  be  met.  A  review  of  the  problems  outlined  in  Section  2.2,  Prob i em 
Areas",  reveals  the  fact  that  a  number  of  the  problems  facing  Ministries 
are  ' attitudinal ‘ ,  staff  or  skills  oriented  in  nature  and  transcend 
organizational  format.^  These  management  problems  cannot  oe  resolved  by 
organizational  restructuring ,  per  se.  In  fact,  they  must  be  overcome 
before  any  form  of  effective  organizational  restructuring  can  occur.  ! he 
major  requirements  which  would  have  to  be  met  are  discussed  be;ow. 


(a)  A  full  understanding  of  the  three  main  points  of  the  concept 
at  all  levels  would  be  essential.  At  first  glance,  the 
regional  level  might  appear  to  be  an  added  layer  of  bureaucracy. 
This  would  be  a  misinterpretation.  The  functions  allocated  to 
this  level  in  the  concept  are  now  performed  at  different  levels 
in  various  Ministries  -  sometimes  in  the  field  but  usually  at 
head  office.  The  concept  provides  for  the  rationalization  of 
these  functions  in  a  tiered  structure  for  all  Ministries.  Those 
functions  assigned  in  the  concept  to  the  regional  level  would  be 
reallocated  from  another  level.  While  emphasis  is  placed  on  the 
regional  level  in  the  concept,  it  is  recognized  that,  for  a 
number  of  Ministries,  rationalization  at  the  sub-regional  level 
is  also  a  major  task  and  that  these  processes  must  be  undertaken 
concurrently. 

(b)  In  many  Ministries,  in  addition  to  organizational  restructuring 
a  major  change  will  be  required  in  traditional  attitudes  and 
'management  style'.  This  task  will  be,  perhaps,  the  major  pro¬ 
blem  facing  management.  Staff  at  head  office  would  have  to 
adjust  to  their  new  role.  Their  role  would  change  from  one  of 
imposing  direct  line  operating  authority  over  regional  personnel 
to  one  of  exercising  broad  functional  control  and  guidance  over 
these  personnel  and  also  acting  as  advisors  to  the  Minister  and 
Deputy  Minister.  Many  senior  staff  at  head  office  would  no  doubt 
find  it  difficult  to  adjust  and  a  major  educational  and  re¬ 
orientation  program  is  envisaged  as  necessary. 


The  Committee  on  Government  Productivity  in  its  Interim  Report  Number 
Six  on  "The  Utilization  of  Human  Resources  in  the  Ontario  Public 
Service"  discussed'  many  of  these  very  pertinent  problems. 
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(c)  Interrelated  with  this  situation  is  the  need  for  increased 
management  skills  among  administrators  at  lower  levels  in  the 
organization  structure,  if  authority  is  to  be  delegated.  These 
skills  must  be  developed^ 


(d)  It  would  be  necessary  to  re-examine  and  clarify  objectives  and 
policies,  to  develop  guidelines  and  to  set  performance  standards 
for  program  delivery  which  would  enable  the  head  office  to 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  programs. 

(e)  Effective  management  information  and  two-way  communication  systems 
would  have  to  be  integral  parts  of  the  structure  in  order  to  en¬ 
sure  that  all  levels  would  be  informed  regarding  projects  and 
programs  and  would  possess  the  appropriate  information  for  effective 
decision-making. 

(f)  Ministries  would  need  to  recognize  and  accept  the  one-time  costs 
involved  in  developing  a  regionalized  structure,'  for  example,  costs 
of  moving  staff  and  dependants  and  of  obtaining  new  office  accommo¬ 
dation  and  equipment.  This  aspect  of  regionalization  is  dealt  with 
in  Volume  III:  “Common  Regions,  Regional  Administrative  Centres". 

(g)  The  use  of  the  'Program  Executive'  position  classification  series 
would  need  to  be  extended  to  field  personnel  and  equitable  remuner¬ 
ation  ensured  for  comparable  positions  in  the  head  office  and  field. 
Such  steps  are  essential  in  order  to  make  field  positions  sufficient¬ 
ly  remunerative  to  attract  the  desired  calibre  of  personnel  and  In 
order  to  allow  career  mobility  between  head  office  and  field  positions 
Greater  career  mobility  would  tend  to  reduce  the  historical  insularity 
of  head  office  personnel. 

(h)  Legislation  must  be  revised  where  appropriate  to  enable  increased 
delegation  of  authority  within  Ministries  and  administrative 
flexibility  at  the  regional  level.  In  the  case  of  certain  legislation 
which  is  Service-wide  in  scope,  the  initiation  of  changes  is  outside 
the  jurisdiction  of  most  individual  Ministries,  per  se.  Examples  of 
such  legislation  are  The  Financial  Administration  Act,  The  Audit  Act 
and  The  Public  Service  Act.  In  these  circumstances,  the  necessary 
changes  will  have  to  be  initiated  by  the  particular  Ministry  respon¬ 
sible.  Individual  Ministries  would,  of  course,  make  known  their 
requirements  for  legislation  amendment. 

(i)  Financial  arrangements  for  programs  would  need  to  be  reviewed  to 
ensure  that  existing  arrangements  support  rather  than  inhibit  planning 
and  delivery  of  services  on  a  regionalized  basis. 


1 


The  scarcity  of  skilled  administrative  staff  is  one  reason  for  not  having 
more  regions  than  the  six  envisaged. 


All  of  the  above  factors  will  influence  the  timing  and  the  extent  to  which 
the  concept  of  regional  organization  and  delegation  of  authority  can  be 
implemented.  Therefore,  due  to  the  foregoing  requirements ,  the  concept 
presented  in  this  report  should  be  viewed  as  a  long-term  organizational 
goal,  to  be  achieved  through  a  process  of  evolution,  rather  than  as  a  plan 
for  immediate  implementation. 
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8.  GUIDELINES  FOR  ORGANIZATION 


A  number  of  organizational  'principles'  or  criteria  were  utilized  in  the 
development  of  the  organizational  concept  described  in  this  report.  While 
as  previously  described,  variations  are  available  in  the  particular 
structure  which  might  be  adopted  by  individual  Ministries  to  meet  their 
particular  circumstances,  the  principles  are  intrinsic  (or  should  be)  to 
any  organization  structure  if  it  is  to  be  effective.  These  organizational 
principles  are  listed  below  as  suggested  guidelines  for  Ministries  in 
their  future  organizational  planning.  The  principles  can  perhaps  best  be 
viewed  on  two  planes  -  those  which  are  general  in  nature  and  those  which 
relate  more  specifically  to  regionalization  and  delegation  of  authority. 
This  breakdown  is  admittedly  arbitrary  but  is  done  for  discussion  purposes 
Many  of  the  principles  are  compl ementary  and  interrelated  or  evolve 
naturally  one  from  the  other. 

8. 1  'General1  Principles 

On  what  has  been  termed  the  'general'  level  are  the  traditionally  well- 
recognized  criteria  for  organizational  development  such  as: 

(a)  the  need  to  establish  and  make  known  organizational  objectives; 

(b)  the  requirement  to  group  similar  functions  and  activities  in 
order  to  avoid  duplication  of  effort  and  organizational  frag¬ 
mentation; 

(c)  the  necessity  to  provide  common  support  services  where  possible, 
again  to  avoid  duplication  of  activities  and  effort; 

(d)  the  need  to  delineate  clearly  responsibility,  authority,  and 
accountability  in  meeting  the  objectives  of  the  organization  by 
ensuring  clear  reporting  relationships,  by  separating  staff  and 
line  activities  and  by  developing  a  direct  chain  of  command 
(avoiding  'two  supervisor'  situations); 

(e)  the  need  for  a  manageable  structure  through  elimination  of  ex¬ 
cessive  spans  of  control; 

(f)  the  requirement  to  ensure  that  the  structure  or  any  grouping 
of  functions  is  economically  viable  and  efficient,  etc.; 

(g)  the  avoidance  of  one-over-one  command  structures  and  excessive 
'layering'  of  the  organization,  all  of  which  serve  to  promote 
duplication  and  a  lengthy  decision-making  process,  etc. 

Additional  principles  could  be  enumerated.  It  is  not  the  intention  to 
present  here  a  comprehensive  treatise  on  these  fundamental  and  generally 
accepted  criteria  of  organization.  Most  are  self-evident  or  available 
in  the  many  excellent  theoretical  texts  on  the  subject.  It  is  sufficient 
to  state  that  these  criteria  should  be  intrinsic  to  any  organizational 
format  (be  it  regional  or  not)  adopted  by  a  Ministry. 
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8.2  'Specific'  Principles 

Section  3  of  this  report  described  in  some  detail  a  suggested  model  for 
regional  organization  and  the  concept  embodied  in  the  proposal.  The 
principles  involved  were  necessarily  referred  to  briefly  in  the  course 
of  that  explanation.  However,  since  these  principles  are  basic  to  the 
successful  operation  of  the  concept,  a  further  amplification,  codification 
and  restatement  of  these  principles  is  worthwhile.  The  major  principles 
fundamental  to  the  effective  structuring  and  operation  of  a  regional 
organization  are  listed  below. 

(a)  Delegation  of  authority  can  never  be  absolute.  Final  authority 
still  derives  from  the  Minister/Deputy  Minister.  Otherwise, 

our  basic  managerial  system  would  be  unworkable  and  the  doctrines 
of  responsibility,  accountability,  etc.,  would  be  destroyed. 
Authority  must  pass  directly  to  the  operating  personnel  rather 
than  through  an  hierarchy  of  functional  program  units. 

(b)  Genuine  delegation  of  authority  must  begin  at  the  executive 
level.  This  demands  a  realization  that  authority  which  is  dele¬ 
gated  to  lower  levels  cannot  also  be  retained  by  senior  personnel. 
Confidence  is  required  that  staff  to  whom  authority  has  been 
delegated  will  have  the  capacity  to  make  sound  decisions  in  the 
majority  of  situations. 

(c)  Decision-making  authority  must  be  genuinely  delegated  to  lower 
echelons  and  the  responsibil ity  commensurate  with  this  authority 
accepted  and  exercised  at  all  levels. 

(d)  Decision-making  authority  must  be  placed  as  near  as  possible  to 
where  action  is  required  and  where  the  greatest,  most  timely  and 
direct  knowledge  can  be  applied  in  the  greatest  number  of 
situations. 

(e)  Effective  delegation  of  authority  demands  an  understanding  that 
the  natural  aggregate  of  many  individually  sound  decisions  will 
be  of  greater  benefit  to  the  organization  and  public  than 
centrally-made  decisions. 

(f)  The  head  office  of  a  Ministry  (i.e.,  the  Minister  and  Deputy 
Minister  and  all  those  personnel  providing  them  with  direct 
assistance)  must  be  responsible  for  overall  Provincial  program 
planning  and  coordination,  setting  of  objectives,  policy  formu¬ 
lation,  and  the  provision  of  program  support  services  and  techni¬ 
cal  guidance.  The  head  office  must  also  be  responsible  for 
development  of  guidelines  and  performance  standards,  and  the 
monitoring  and  evaluation  of  performance  against  these  standards. 
Such  an  arrangement  is  essential  if  logical  priority-setting  and 
consistency  of  policies  is  to  be  maintained  on  a  Provincial  basis. 
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(g)  Ministry  objectives,  policies,  organization  structure,  reporting 
relationships,  performance  standards,  etc.,  must  be  known, 
understood  and  followed.  The  definition  of  policies  does  not 
necessarily  mean  a  uniformity  in  methods  of  executing  such 
policies. 

(h)  Effective  utilization  of  a  regional ization  approach  as  described, 
requires  the  Deputy  Minister  to  have  integrated  segments  of  his 
total  operation  divided  regionally  rather  than  in  the  traditional 
'vertical'  grouping  of  separate  functions.  This  facilitates  dele¬ 
gation  of  authority  to  regional  managers  and  accountability  can 

be  fixed  on  the  basis  of  the  overall  regional  program. 

(i)  The  role  of  head  office  program  managers  in  an  effectively 
regionalized  organization  must  change  from  one  of  imposing  direct 
line  operating  authority  over  regional  personnel  to  one  of  exer¬ 
cising  broad  functional  control  and  guidance  over  these  personnel 
and  also  acting  as  advisors  to  the  Minister  and  Deputy  Minister. 
The  attention  of  these  program  managers  must  be  directed  to  the 
problems  of  coordination,  policy  formulation,  development  of 
guidelines  and  standards,  and  performance  evaluation,  if  regional¬ 
ization  is  to  be  truly  workable. 

(j)  The  roles  of  line  and  staff  or  service  personnel  must  be  clearly 
delineated,  especially  the  fact  that  the  role  of  staff  or  service 
personnel  is  strictly  the  provision  of  advice  and  assistance  to 
line  personnel  so  that  these  personnel  can  make  the  correct  deci- 
si ons . 

(k)  Personnel  policies  must  be  developed  which  are  based  on  accepted 
and  known  standards,  measured  performance,  enforcement  of  stan¬ 
dards,  rewards  for  excellent  performance  (and  conversely,  removal 
for  inadequate  performance  or  incapacity). 

(l)  The  Ministry's  regional  managers  should  be  responsible  for  identi¬ 
fying  regional  program  priorities  and  planning  needs  and  for  day- 
to-day  program  management  within  the  context  of  the  guidelines 
established  by  head  office,  if  area  needs  are  to  be  quickly  met. 
This  arrangement  does  not,  of  course,  obviate  the  opportunity 

and  in  fact,  the  necessity  of  regional  personnel  providing  input 
to  Provincial  policy  formulation  at  the  Ministry's  head  office 
level.  Therefore,  this  type  of  structure  effectively  meets  the 
requirements  of  particular  regional  circumstances  while  at  the 
same  time  it  ensures  consistency  with  overall  Provincial  policies. 
In  short,  it  improves  Government  responsiveness  and  accessibility 
at  the  local  level . 

(m)  All  functions  of  a  delivery  nature  should  be  separated  from  policy 
development  functions,  where  economically  feasible,  and  located  in 
the  field  at  the  citizen  (client)  interface  level  if  greater 


38  - 


organizational  accessibility  for  the  public  is  to  be  achieved. x 

(n)  Some  mechanism  for  improving  intra-Ministry  program  coordination 
and  for  resolving  conflicts  must  be  established  at  the  regional 
level  (i.e.,  a  Regional  Administrator)  if  the  decision-making 
process  is  not  to  be  delayed.  Under  the  regionalization  concept, 
the  traditional  line  authority  of  Program  Managers  at  head  office 
over  field  personnel  is  eliminated. 

(o)  Some  mechanism  for  achieving  inter-Ministry  program  coordination 
must  be  instituted  if  priorities  are  to  be  identified  and  operational 
decisions  made  on  the  basis  of  the  total  situation. 

(p)  Mechanisms  for  achieving  intra-  and  inter-Ministry  program  coor¬ 
dination  and  integration  should  be  established  as  'close*  as 
practicable  to  the  local  delivery  level  of  the  organization,  if 
Government  responsiveness  is  to  be  improved. 

(q)  The  regional  format  of  organization  requires  that  close  communi¬ 
cation  be  maintained  between  head  office  and  regional  personnel 
so  that  regional  concerns  and  overall  Ministry  planning,  etc., 
can  be  discussed  and  approaches  integrated.  However,  'close 
communication1  does  not  imply  continual  head  office  intervention 
in  decision-making  at  the  operational  level.  Only  unusual 
situations  should  be  referred  to  the  head  office.  Various 
mechanisms  (e.g.,  management  committees  with  regional  representa¬ 
tion)  should  be  used  to  achieve  the  broad-base  communications 
interface  necessary  for  effective  Ministry  coordination  as 
envisaged  in  the  regionalization  concept. 

All  of  the  above  principles  reflect  requirements  for  effective  regionaliza¬ 
tion.  In  summary,  the  major  theme  underlying  these  principles  is  the 
placing  of  decision-making  authority  and  delivery  of  services  as  close  as 
possible  to  the  local  level  in  order  that  Government  responsiveness  to  the 
public  and  accessibility  can  be  significantly  improved. 


The  Committee  on  Government  Product! vity ,  in  its  Interim  Report  Number 
Three,  discussed  this  subject  in  some  detail  and  recognized  the  benefits 
to  be  achieved  from  the  separation  of  policy-making  and  program  delivery. 
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9.  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  FUTURE  ACTION 


On  the  foregoing  pages  a  concept  has  been  discussed  which  has  far-reaching 
implications  on  traditional  attitudes  and  the  historical  organization  of  the 
Public  Service.  Nevertheless,  if  Government  is  to  be  more  responsive,  access¬ 
ible  and  sensitive  to  the  needs  of  citizens  in  the  future,  more  than  minor 
organizational  revision  is  required  if  these  aims  are  to  be  achieved.  The 
Committee  on  Government  Productivity  recognized  this  fact  when  it  stated: 

"While  some  organizational  change  has  taken  place  over  the 
years j,  the  complexity  of  modem,  life  now  necessitates  a 
fundamental  restructuring  3  "  and ,  "Now  something  more  fundamental 
than  modification  is  needed  to  enable  Government  to  grapple 
effectively  with  increasingly  complex  issues."^- 

The  concept  of  regional  organization  and  delegation  of  authority  described 
in  this  report  presents  a  means  of  achieving  greater  Government  responsive¬ 
ness,  accessibility  and  sensitivity  to  local  needs. 

The  recommendations  presented  below  are  provisional  in  nature  since  they  are 
subject  to  a  decision  being  made  by  the  Government  to  proceed  with  the  planning 
and  implementation  of  a  program  of  regional  organization  and  delegation  of 
authority.  This  decision  would  be  made  by  the  Government  on  the  basis  of  the 
anticipated  benefits  of  the  program  relative  to  the  estimated  costs  of  implem¬ 
entation  and  operation.  Subject  to  a  decision  by  the  Government  to  proceed  with 
the  program,  it  is  recommended  that: 

(a)  The  concept  of  increased  decentralization  and  regional 
organization  structuring  of  program  management  and 
delivery  functions 3  be  enunciated  as  a  general  policy 
guiding  future  organization  planning  within  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Ontario. 

Such  a  step  is  essential  due  to  the  far-reaching  ramifications  and  potentially 
controversial  nature  of  such  a  plan,  if  sufficient  impetus  is  to  be  given  to 
the  program  to  make  it  effective. 

This  report  is  essentially  a  broad  feasibility  rather  than  an  implementation 
study.  Acknowledging  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  regional izaiton,  but 
recognizing  the  important  implications  of  this  concept  in  terms  of  its 
applicability  within  a  given  Ministry  context,  its  effect  on  traditional  manage¬ 
ment,  organizaional  and  administrative  practices,  the  magnitude  of  the  planning- 
development  task,  and  the  long-range  financial  impact  of  such  a  policy,  it  is 
recommended  that: 

(b)  Any  decision  to  implement  this  policy  within  a  particular 
Ministry  context 3  be  made  only  at  such  time  as  detailed  planning 
studies  have  been  completed  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
organization  objectives 3  identifying  the  specific  implications 
of  regionalization  in  terms  of  costs 3  benefits  and  disadvantages , 
defining  the  management  and  systems  development  requirements  to 
be  satisfied  prior  to  reorganization 3  and  developing  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  implementation  plan  and  schedule „ 


Committee  on  Government  Productivity,  Interim  Report  Number  Three,  pages  1  and  II. 
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It  is  envisaged  that  to  begin  with,  regionalization  would  apply  to  those 
program  management  functions  related  to  programs  currently  delivered  at  the 
field  level.  Within  this  context,  the  above  studies  should  be  undertaken  with 
the  understanding  that  on  the  average,  reorganization  may  be  achieved  initially 
at  least  without  an  increase  in  complement;  that  no  increases  in  complement 
should  be  considered  unless  the  need  for  such  complement  increases  is  clearly 
demonstrated;  and,  that  new  management  and  supervisory  positions  created  as  a 
result  of  regional  organization  structuring,  should  be  filled  by  promotion  from 
within.  Regionalization,  where  feasible,  of  those  programs  now  delivered 
solely  from  a  head  office  location  might,  in  certain  cases,  require  increased 
complement  but  would  be  accompanied  by  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  level  of 
service  in  terms  of  geographic  representation.  In  the  long  term,  the  increased 
availability  of  services  along  with  the  improved  capacity  of  Ministries  to 
respond  quickly  and  effectively  to  local  needs  and  problems,  would,  no  doubt, 
stimulate  public  demand  for  improvements  in  existing  programs  or  for  new 
services  and  ultimately  lead  to  greater  program  expend! tures0 

In  order  to  achieve  the  potential  maximum  benefit  of  the  studies  described  above, 

it  is  recommended  that: 

(a)  Subject  to  the  adoption  by  the  Government  of  a  policy 
supporting  the  relocation  of  discrete  work  units  from 
central  Toronto  to  other  municipalities 1  research  to 
determine  the  feasibility 3  benefits 3  costs  and  disad¬ 
vantages  of  work  unit  relocation3  be  included  in  the 
terms  of  reference  of  the  Ministry  regionalization 
studies  referred  to  in  recommendation  (b)3  above „ 

(d)  Ministries  be  requested  to  develop  any  future  plans  for 
increased  decentralization  and  regional  organization 
structuring  within  the  framework  of  the  designated 
common  Administrative  Regions  and  Regional  Administrative 
Centres, % 

Since  more  than  minor  organizational  revision  is  required  if  Ministries  are  to 
deal  with  increasingly  complex  issues,  a  climate  must  be  created  which  promotes 
fundamental  reassessment  of  historical  practices.  Hence,  it  is  recommended  that: 

(e)  The  Government  encourage  Ministries  to  undertake  organiz¬ 
ational  reviews  to  identify  the  benefits  of  increased 
decentralization  and  regional  organization  structuring 
of  program  management  and  delivery  functions . 

A  number  of  areas  of  study  may  arise  which  are  Service-wide  in  scope  and  cut 
across  the  jurisdictions  of  all  Ministries.  Examples  are  inter-Ministry 
coordinating  mechanisms,  administrative  machinery  for  provision  of  common 
support  services  and  changes  necessary  in  legislation  and  financial  arrange¬ 
ments  which  apply  to  all  Ministries.  In  order  to  deal  with  these  questions 
and  to  maintain  the  momentum  of  the  program,  it  is  recommended  that: 


As  recommended  in  Volume  IV,  “Work  Unit  Relocation11  of  the  I  ask  Force  Report. 

As  recommended  in  Volume  III,  “Common  Regions,  Regional  Administrative  Centres" 

of  the  Task  Force  Report. 


(f)  Continuing  responsibility  for  monitoring  and  evaluating 
Ministry  planning  and  implementation  efforts  in  respect 
of  decentralization  and  regional  organization  structuring 3 
and  for  directly  undertaking  studies  of  an  inter-Ministry 
nature  1  for  which  the  need  may  arise  as  regionalization 
plans  evolve ,  be  assigned  to  the  Management  Board 
Secretariat. 

Implementation  planning  guidelines  and  the  question  of  timing  are  discussed 
in  Volume  I,  “Summary  of  Findings,  Conclusions  and  Recommendations" . 

It  is  important,  due  to  the  nature  of  the  program  and  the  impact  it  would  have 
on  traditional  attitudes  and  historical  organization,  to  ensure  that  everyone 
concerned  or  affected  understands  the  program  and  its  objectives.  Sufficient 
and  continuing  emphasis  and  media  treatment  would  have  to  be  given  to  the 
program  in  terms  of  management  and  employee  education  and  re-orientation , 
assurance  of  employee  career  safeguards,  provision  of  general  information, 
participation,  etc.,  to  ensure  that  everyone  concerned  understands  and  is  as 
fully  informed  as  possible  about  the  program.  Such  a  step  is  essential  if  the 
program  is  to  be  undertaken  effectively,  employee  morale  maintained,  and 
rumour  is  to  be  avoided.  Specific  recommendations  in  this  regard  are  contained 
in  Volume  V,  “Employee  Attitudes  Towards  Relocation"  of  the  Task  Force  Report. 


*■*•*•*** 


The  nineteen-seventies  represent  an  era  in  which  the  citizens  of  Ontario  have 
changing  aspirations  for  the  role  of  Government.  Rapid  social  and  economic 
changes  are  everywhere  apparent.  New  demands  on  Government  are  appearing.  In 
the  recent  overall  Government  reorganization,  the  initial  steps  were  taken  to 
meet  these  new  demands  and  challenges.  The  concept  described  in  this  report 
represents  the  next  step  in  this  process  of  Government  evolution. 


Additional  recommendations  in  this  regard  are  contained  in  Volume  III, 
"Common  Regions,  Regional  Administrative  Centres"  of  the  Task  Force 
Report. 
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APPENDICES 


APPENDIX  1 


GLOSSARY  OF  SPECIAL  TERMINOLOGY 

Decentralization  - 

the  transfer  of  program  management  and  program  delivery 
responsibilities  and  authority  from  head  office  to  the 
field. 

Delegation 

the  transfer  of  decision-making  authority  to  lower 
levels  in  the  management  hierarchy. 

Relocation 

the  physical  movement  of  a  discrete  work  unit  from  the 
Queen's  Park  area  to  a  suburban  location  or  to  a 
municipality  outside  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

Dispersal 

means  the  same  as  relocation. 

Regional 
Organization  or 
Regionalization 

the  formal  structure  established  to  manage  and  deliver 
Government  programs  on  a  regional  basis. 

Administrative 

Region 

a  specific  geographic  area  of  the  Province  used  for  the 
planning  and  administration  of  Ministry  programs. 

Planning  Region  - 

the  specific  geographic  area  of  the  province  used  by 
the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Affairs  for  purposes  of  economic  and  social 
pi anning. 

Regional 

Administrative 

Centre 

the  location  at  which  Ministries  perform  their  program 
management  functions  for  a  specified  administrative 
region,  and  at  which  certain  common  administrative  and 
operational  support  services  are  provided. 

Discrete 

Work  Unit 

for  the  purpose  of  this  study,  a  discrete  work  unit  is 
generally  a  Branch  within  a  Ministry. 
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ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  PROJECT 


The  project  plan  and  broad  terms  of  reference  for  the  study  on  Decentralization 
of  Government  Administration  were  approved  by  the  Management  Board  of  Cabinet 
in  April,  1972,  and  were  subsequently  endorsed  by  the  Executive  Council.  An 
Inter-Ministry  Steering  Committee  reporting  to  the  Management  Board  was  set  up 
to  provide  overall  project  direction  and  control  of  the  work  undertaken.  In 
addition,  each  Ministry  designated  a  Study  Liaison  Officer  to  assist  in  the 
research  efforts.  A  Decentralization  Task  Force  also  was  created;  this  con¬ 
sisted  of  four  study  teams  responsible  for  examining  various  aspects  of  decen¬ 
tralization.  The  Task  Force  was  made  up  of  staff  from  the  Management  Board 
Secretariat  and  of  staff  seconded  from  various  Ministries  so  that  viewpoints 
of  both  Ministry  and  central  agency  personnel  would  be  reflected  in  the  report. 


1.  Terms  of  Reference 

The  objective  and  scope  of  the  study  on  Regional  Organization,  as  approved  by 

Management  Board  and  the  Executive  Council,  are: 

"To  examine  the  organizations  of  the  various  Ministries  to  determine 

whether  similar  regional  organization  structures  would  be  beneficial. 

Guidelines  for  regional  structures  would  be  developed  and  delegated 

authority  reviewed  in  detail." 

The  Terms  of  Reference  outlined  the  following  tasks: 

"a)  Review  existing  regional  organization  structures  and  authority 
limits  for  each  Ministry. 

b)  A  review  of  services  which  are  now  provided  by  head  offices  and 
which  could  be  supplied  regionally  would  be  undertaken.  This 
would  consist  of  a  study  of  Ministry  head  office  units  to 
determine  which  provide  services  which  could  be  organized  for 
delivery  from  regional  centres  (e.g.,  Community  Planning).  The 
survey  would  determine  the  number  of  units,  size  and  character¬ 
istics  of  staff  involved,  regions  served,  type  of  services  pro¬ 
vided,  accommodation  needs,  characteristics  of  those  served, 
etc. 

c)  Determine  if  similar  structures  for  each  Ministry  would  be 
appropriate. 

d)  Study  advantages  (disadvantages)  of  having  senior  Ministry 
official  responsible  for  all  Ministry  programs  in  each  region. 
This  would  include  a  review  of  C.O.G.P.  recommendations  and 
implementation  concerning  regional  delivery  of  Government  ser¬ 
vices. 

e)  Develop  mechanisms  for  inter-Ministry  integration  and  coopera¬ 
tion  at  the  regional  level.  This  would  include  policy  field 
integration  as  well  as  coorperation  among  all  Ministries. 
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f)  Prepare  guidelines  for  the  delegation  of  authority,  defining 
extent  and  limitations  in  general  terms. 

g)  Identify  changes  needed  in  legislation  (e.g.,  Financial  Admin¬ 
istration  Act,  Audit  Act,  Public  Service  Act,  etc.)  to  implement 
regionally  based  delegation  of  authority. 

h)  Develop  model  regional  organization  structures  for  Ministries." 

2.  Methodology 

The  study  team  which  was  responsible  for  examining  the  question  of  regional 
organization  was  composed  of  two  Management  Services  Officers  and  one  official 
from  each  of  the  three  Policy  Fields.  Other  Task  Force  members  provided 
additional  resource  support  to  ensure  a  broad  range  of  viewpoints. 

Since  this  study  is  Service-wide  in  scope,  background  information  was  obtained 
from  all  Ministries  on  their  organizational  structures,  the  functions  of  all 
branches,  authority  limits  and  relationships  between  head  offices  and  field 
offices.  This  enabled  the  Task  Force  to  gain  an  appreciation  of  the  general 
operations  of  all  Ministries.  It  was  necessary,  however,  to  limit  the  number 
selected  for  this  more  detailed  review  due  to  resource  limitations  and  time 
constraints.  A  representative  group  of  Ministries  was  chosen  in  order  that 
the  results  of  the  analyses  could  be  applied,  in  general  terms,  to  all 
Ministries. 

The  Seven  Ministries  selected  were: 

Justice  Policy  Field 

1.  Ministry  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations 

2.  Ministry  of  Correctional  Services 

Social  Development  Policy  Field 

3.  Ministry  of  Health 

4.  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
Resource  Development  Policy  Field 

5.  Ministry  of  the  Environment 

6.  Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism 

7.  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 

A  number  of  factors  were  evaluated  and  criteria  applied  in  this  selection. 

The  central  Ministries  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs, 
Revenue,  and  Government  Services  were  excluded  initially..  The  operations 
of  these  Ministries  are  more  closely  related  to  the  overall  operation  of 
Government  (either  in  a  policy  development  or  support  service  role)  than 
to  the  direct  provision  of  services  to  the  public,  and  one  of  the  objectives 
of  this  study  is  to  determine  the  effect  of  regional  organization  on  delivery 
of  services  to  the  public  (i.e.,  accessibility,  responsiveness,  and  visibility). 
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In  connection  with  the  Policy  Field  Ministries,  it  was  considered  essential 
to  maintain  a  balance  within  each  of  the  three  fields;  therefore,  a  number 
of  Ministries  in  each  Policy  Field  were  selected  to  fulfill  this  purpose.  In 
order  to  provide  a  representati ve  sample,  it  was  decided  that  the  Ministries 
chosen  vary  in  size  and  display  a  range  of  characteristics  and  experience 
with  respect  to  their  head  office  and  field  operations  and  relationships  with 
other  Ministries.  For  example,  in  the  Justice  Policy  Field,  the  Ministry  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations  has  had  relatively  little  experience  with 
field  operations,  while  the  Ministry  of  Correctional  Services  has  had  consider¬ 
able  experience.  In  the  Resource  Development  Policy  Field,  Industry  and 
Tourism  has  had  relatively  little  experience  with  field  operations  except  for 
its  tourism  functions,  while  Natural  Resources  has  a  well  established  regional 
organization  which  includes  a  significant  degree  of  delegation  of  authority. 

As  such,  it  was  considered  that  the  long-term  experience  of  the  latter  Ministry 
might  provide  some  valuable  organizational  insights.  In  the  Social  Development 
Policy  Field,  all  Ministries  except  Colleges  and  Universities  have  field 
operations.  The  Ministries  of  Community  and  Social  Services  and  Health  were 
chosen  because  of  the  need  for  a  close  relationship  among  their  programs  and 
for  coordination  of  their  activities  at  all  levels  in  an  organization  struc¬ 
ture  (i.e.,  the  need  for  integrative  mechanisms).  Finally,  in  each  policy 
field  an  attempt  was  made  to  select  a  small  and  large  Ministry  and  to  obtain 
a  representative  'mix1  of  Ministries  which  are  highly  centralized  or  already 
regionally  oriented. 

In  order  to  collect  the  additional  information  required  with  respect  to  the 
seven  Ministries  studied,  interviews  were  conducted  with  senior  Ministry 
staff  at  head  office  and  in  the  field,  and  also  with  Ministry  ‘client1  groups. 
Of  the  total  of  approximately  240  interviews  undertaken,  115  were  with  head 
office  staff  and  125  with  'client1  groups  and  field  staff.  The  field  offices 
visited  were  scattered  throughout  the  Province  and  were  chosen  to  be  repre¬ 
sentative  of  northern  and  southern  Ontario,  of  large  and  small  centres,  and 
of  urban  and  rural  situations. 

These  interviews  were  extremely  valuable  to  the  Task  Force.  They  gave  the 
Task  Force  a  better  understanding  of  present  operations  and  relationships  among 
the  various  levels  in  the  organizations  studied  and  the  interactions  between 
Ministries  and  their  'client'  groups.  These  interviews  also  provided  the  Task 
Force  with  an  appreciation  of  the  problems  existing  in  each  organization  and  of 
the  potential  for  further  regionalization  and  delegation  of  authority.  In 
addition,  the  fact  that  field  research  was  undertaken  has  avoided  a  purely 
theoretical  approach  in  the  development  of  the  report. 

One  of  the  complicating  factors  encountered  by  the  Task  Force  in  obtaining  the 
required  information  was  the  evolutionary  nature  of  the  organization  of  some 
Ministries.  The  situation  has  not  been  static  because  a  number  of  Ministries 
had  organi zation  reviews  in  progress  during  the  course  of  this  study  and  some 
Ministries  announced  new  structures. 

The  _iask  Force,  with  background  on  all  Ministries  and  an  appreciation  of  the 
problems  inherent  in  the  present  situation,  turned  its  attention  to  the 
conceptualization  oi  a  modified  organization  structure.  The  organizational 
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concept  which  was  developed  was  outlined  in  an  Interim  Report  in  early 
December,  1972,  and  comments  were  requested  from  each  Ministry  and 
Policy  Field  Secretariat.  These  comments  were  used  in  the  further 
development  and  modification  of  the  concept  and  are  incorporated  where 
appropriate,  in  the  final  report. 
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A.V.  Godden 

Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations 
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J.S.  Purdon 

Revenue 
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FIGURE  3 
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FIGURE  4 
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FIGURE  5 


53 


PROGRAM  DELIVERY  POLICY  FORMULATION 
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FIGURE  6 


RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN 
THE  REGIONAL  ORGANIZATION  CONCEPTl 
AND 

THE  ‘MINISTRY  OFFICE'  CONCEPT 


1.  See  Figures  1  and  2  in  this  Appendix 
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REGIONAL/  SUB-RBSIONAL- 
ORGANIZATIONAL.  ALTERNATIVES 


appendix  3 


FIGURE  8 
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POSITION  DEFINITIONS 


PROVINCIAL  PROGRAM  MANAGER  (P.P.M.) 

That  official  responsible  for  the  development  of  policy  and 
standards  regarding  a  Ministry  program.  Normally  located  at 
head  office,  has  no  line  authority  with  the  exception  of  the 
senior  staff  advisors  reporting  to  him. 


SENIOR  STAFF  ADVISOR  (S.S.A.) 

An  official  reporting  to  the  Provincial  Program  Manager,  who 
is  a  specialist  in  a  particular  activity  for  which  the 
Ministry  is  responsible.  Assists  the  Provincial  Program 
Manager  in  planning  Provincial  policy  and  setting  Provincial 
standards  with  respect  to  a  particular  activity.  Normally 
situated  at  head  office,  has  no  line  authority. 


REGIONAL  ADMINISTRATOR  (R. A. ) 

An  official,  normally  located  at  the  Regional  Administrative 
Centre,  reporting  to  the  Deputy  Minister  or  an  Assistant 
Deputy  Minister.  The  Regional  Administrator  is  responsible 
for  the  management  and  delivery  of  all  programs  of  a  Ministry 
within  a  designated  Admini strati ve  Region. 


REGIONAL  PROGRAM  MANAGER  (R.P.M.) 

An  official  normally  located  at  the  Regional  Administrative 
Centre,  responsible  for  the  management  of  a  particular  pro¬ 
gram  within  a  designated  Administrative  Region.  Reports  to 
the  Regional  Administrator,  but  receives  technical  guidance, 
policy  direction,  and  standards  from  the  Provincial  Program 
Manager. 


SUB-REGIONAL  ADMINISTRATOR  (S.R.A.) 

An  official,  reporting  to  a  Regional  Administrator,  responsi¬ 
ble  for  managing  Ministry  Program  delivery  at  the  local  level. 
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PROCEDURE  FOR  DETERMINING  MINISTRY  IMPLEMENTATION  COSTS 


1.  Obtain  projected  number  of  management  personnel  required. 

a)  Obtain  number  of  personnel  per  program  per  region  by  either  direct 
communication  with  the  Ministry  or  by: 

i.  using  the  1972-73  Budget  Estimates,  estimate  the  number 
of  personnel  per  program  by  dividing  the  total  of  each 
program's  Salaries  and  Wages  by  $10,000,  and, 

ii.  estimate  the  regional  distribution  by  applying  a  regional 
percentage  factor  according  to  information  supplied  on 
p.  33  of  the  Decentralization  of  Government  Administration 
Report  (December,  1971). 

b)  Estimate  the  number  of  Regional  Program  Managers  by  adding 
one  such  position  if  the  number  of  personnel  per  program  per 
region  is  greater  than  30. 

c)  Obtain  the  number  of  Regional  Administrators  by  adding  six 
such  positions  to  each  Ministry.1 

d)  Add  one  Assistant  Deputy  Minister  to  each  Ministry. 

e)  Add  one  Provincial  Program  Manager  for  each  program  of  the 
Ministry  (exclude  administrative  services). 

f)  Include  as  Senior  Staff  Advisor 3  one  position  for  each  present 
position  of  Director  (or  equivalent). 

2.  Obtain  the  number  of  management  positions  available  presently  in  the 
Ministry  by  adding  together  the  number  of  Assistant  Deputy  Ministers, 
Executive  Directors,  and  Di  rectors  (or  equivalent). 

3.  Calculate  the  variance  of  management  personnel  by  subtracting  the  number 
of  management  staff  available  total  from  the  number  of  management  staff 
required  total. 


^  Although  six  Regional  Administrators  are  allocated  to  each  Ministry,  it  is 
probable  that  some  Ministries  with  little  or  no  representation  in  some 
regions  will  not  require  that  number. 
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301  x  $1,140  =  $342,000 
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